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ABSTRACT 

This document is the record from a U.S. Congress 
oversight hearing on the Department of Education's refusal to fund a 
program to teach students about the Holocaust. The program, "Facing 
History and Ourselves," applied for federal funding to the Department 
of Education's Nationa'i Diffusion Network (NDN) , an organization 
intended to disseminate information about successful school programs. 
"Facing History" was the only Holocaust curriculum in the country 
eligible for funding by the NDN. The curriculum was denied funding by 
the NDN in 1986 and 1987. In its 1988 denial of funding, the peer 
reviewer for the NDN cited an imbalance ±n the program's presentation 
of two viewpoints, the Nazi viewpoint and the Ku Klux Klan's, as a 
critical factor in the decision not to fund the program. The 
testimony of Department of Education officials as to the 
circumstances surrounding the denial of funding to "Facing Hi£ -ory" 
along with the testimony of several persons in support of the program 
form the body of the document. Appendices include materials referred 
to in the record as well as stateK;ents submitted foi the record. 
(DB) 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S REFUSAL TO 
FUND HOLOCAUST CURRICULUM 



WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1988 

House of Representatives, 

Human Resources and 
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee 
OF THE (Committee on Government Relations, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room 
2154, Raybum House Office Building, Hon. Ted Weiss (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Ted Weiss, Jim Lightfoot, and Donald 
E. "Buz'' Lukens. 

Also present: Representatives Sidney R. Yates and Barney 
Frank. 

Staff present: James R. Crottlieb, staff director; Marc Smolensky, 
professional staff member; Gwendolyn S. McFadden, secretary; and 
Mary Vihstadt, minority professional staff. Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN WEISS 

Mr. Weiss. Good morning. The Subcommittee on Human Re- 
sources and Intergovernmental Relations is now in session. 

Today the subcommittee will conduct an oversight hearing on 
the Department of Education's refusal to fund a program to teach 
American students ^bout the Holocaust. 

The program, called Facing History and Ourselves, was denied 
funding by the Department, partly on the basis of e review which 
reached the unthinkable conclusion that ''the Nazi point of view, 
however unpopular, is still a point of view and is not presented, 
nor is that of the Ku Klux Klan." 

The Department's $20 million National Diffusion Network is in- 
tended to fund efforts to disseminate information about successful 
school programs. Facing History has been extremely effective, 
having already been taught by thousands of teachers. It also hap- 
pens to be the only Holocaust curriculum in the country eligible 
for funding by the National Diffusion Network. 

The Department's actions against Facing History suggest an in- 
stitutional bias against teaching American children about the Holo- 
caust. In 1986 and 1987, peer reviews of the program conducted by 
outside readers hired by the Department rejected Facing History's 
application because it did not reflect the Nazi point of view, or be- 

(1) 
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cause the program was considered anti-Christian. These criticisms 
were accepted by some Department officials. criticisms 
J!.arlier this year, when less ideological reviewers were brought 

S ite'SZ* histoT^ "^^'^ rece'iVed WghSL* 

ireSnT?he Den«H^7V^^^^ ^"t that still did not 

mpnt -Lnil^-P^Tj*.?"" '''"'"^ application. The Depart- 
ment simply eliminated the entire category from funding consider- 

I believe this chain of events demonstrates that the denial of 
funds for the Ho oc^ust project was not the work of a single SSLS 
and was not an isolated incident. It was an act that had to l^X^ 
doned bv the highest officials of the Department. 

Ihis issue has a special meaning to me. Alone with mv mntJ,or 
and si3ter. I emigrated tc the Unitid StaL iSiS^ on iXa?ch 12 
innL^ T steamed its way to New York Harbor Hitler w^ 

Sri n C^!L^' ^y.J^^r T^. ^'■"^^^ New YSrk- 

Marcn ii, iyd»—was the day of the Ansch uss, when Hitler trium 
phantly marched into Austria to be welcomed by the AuXan 
ulation as the celebration of the union betwee^ A^sfrKd S 

Holocaust, but others in my family were not so for- 
tunate. My grandparents on both sides and counties^ uncfes funtS 
cousins, and other relatives did not survive Hit K TrnT^ut^n 

We are conducting this hearing toda- to make a nermanpnt 

foTttlstlVea" ts"tS"^ °" the De^Sl^St ofKaS 
we may^n^ver fJrget.''"'* ^ memorialize the Holocaust, so that 

rp™ or"iffn"J?*1 ^^^^ « Partisan political con- 

cern or effort. I had the privilege of attending the Holocaust Meml 

R^^kaVSfe'l^^S'*^^^^^ day! ago, wi;rr?"?Sn" 

xveagan spoKe eloquently, and he said, among other things "I think 

u ' •'T/'^.^rr^ °f tl^o^' even amoni our own SSS^trymen 
who have dedicated themselves to the disgiitine task of m^.^I,^^' 
mg or even denying the truth of the HoSt " 

we have a letter from Mr. Hyman Bookbinder who tells me 
?JiV"L*^' UT"^ J««™ed how Kitty and me DukaS 

ian^p^litiMvaS^e^"' ^^"^e^"' -of. one for parti- 

[The letter referred to is in app. 1, p. 105.1 

Jihu^^-.y^^ ^ '^e«""g from the director of Facing Histc.- 
ry of the National Dissemination Study Group, and thrDr^fessor of 

pr^Sd'rS Sn^°'T Georgetown ErnWei^li^.'S'Se wl 
l^^^ t I am going to call on some of our distin- 

guished members and we will have a brief, 10-minute tS^ wSrh 

I . am pleased to indicate that we have with uf. one of our most 
uSs Members in Congress, Mr.sSdney YatS of 

Welcome, Mr. Yates. 
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I am pleased now to call on our distinguiihed ranking minority 
member, Mr. Lightfoot. 

Mr. Lightfoot. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate the opportunity to explore in greater detail the oper- 
ations of the Department of Education. It is my under&:tanding that 
today's hearing will focus on the National Diffusioii Network and 
the reasons why the grant application for "Facing History and 
Ourselves" was not recently funded by the Department under this 
program. 

As someone who is unfamiliar with both the National Diffusion 
Network, other than what I read in a Washington Post article, I 
look forward to learning more about the process. 

I do have concerns about the appearance of anti-Semitism, as it 
relates to Facing History. There shoulc^ be no place in the Federal 
Government, including the Department of Education, for religious 
bigotry of any kind. 

I welcome the witnesses at this time, and I look forward to hear* 
ing about this program. Facing History, and the National Diffusion 
Netwc k. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you. 

Mr. Lukens, do you have an opening comment you would like to 
make? 
Mr. LuKENS. No, sir. 
Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much. 
If we can have the tape, we will start with that. 
[Video tape was shown.] 

Mr. Weiss. Let me take note also, that we have been joined by 
another of our distinguished members, Mr. Barney Frank. 

From time to time as the morning proceeds, I think there will be 
other members who will be coming by as well. 

Our first witnesses will be from the Department of Education, 
and that first panel will be comprised of Dr. Bruno Manno, Acting 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations, U.S. Department of 
Education; Dr. Milton Groldberg, Director of Programs for the Im- 
provement of Practice, U.S. Department of Education; Dr. Shirley 
Curry, former Director of the Recognition Division, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education. 

Let me at the outset indicate how much we appreciate the fact 
that you all were able to come on such short notice. As you know. 
Congress is in its very last days. We will be hopefully completing 
our work sometime this week. So there is no other time except this 
week to hold the hearing. So we appreciate being able to adjust 
your schedule to ours. 

It is the practice of this subcommittee and indeed the Govern- 
ment Operations Committee to have all of its witnesses sworn in. 
So, before we commence, if you would please stand. 

Do you affirm that the testimony you ai about to give will be 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

Let the record indicate that each of the witnesses responded in 
the affirmative. 

Dr. Manno, I think we will begin with your testimony. 

O 
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STATEMENT OF BRUNO MANNO, PH.D., ACTING DEPUTY ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY FOR OPERATIONS, OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL 

RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA- 
TION B'Ull^^A 

Dr. Manno. Thank you. 

I have a very brief statement I would like to read, sir. 

Mr. Chrjrman and members of the subcop-mittee, my name is 
Bruno Manno You have already heard of the others who are here 
with me, Milton Goldberg on my left and Shiriey Curry on my 

Let me briefly state, the National Diffusion Network is a school 
improvement program that identifies and disseminates information 
about education programs that work. In order .or a program to be 
part of the network, the program must be reviewed by a program 
effectiveness panel. In addition to this, projects which are part of 
the NDN c«i compete for developer-demonstrator grants. These 
grants provide funds for training, revising materials and followup 
assistance to schools usmg the program. 

There ire two points I wish to make. First, Facing History was 
first approved for inclusion in the National Diffusion Network on 
December 5, 1980, and has been part of the NDN ever since then. 
According to the infMrroation that we have. Facing History was 
used during the schot l year 1986-87, by 243 public schools Md 24 
private schools. In addition, 604 teachers and administrators were 
trained and over 20,000 students were taught using the Facing His- 
tory material. " 

My second point: The Department has never, and I state this un- 
equivocally, denied the application of Facing History, based on the 
prograins alleged bias to Christian», nor has the program been 
denifcd because it did not include the Nazi point of view, as vour 
press release contends. ' 

Smce Secretary Cavazos could not be here today, he asked roe to 
read his statement, which he would like to have included in the 
record, and i would like to do so without your objection. 

Mr. WEass. Without objection. 

Dr. Manno. Dated October 19, 1988, statement by Secretary Ca- 
vazos: ' ' 

^t^^rZ^ ™is«'.>n *e media and elsewhere concerning the operation 

«on^ mEJ^M Eduction's peer review process in connectioS with the Na" 
b«ial Diffusion Network. Stones ui the press have alleged that the Department's 
peer review process did not operate properly in connection with the "Facing History 
and Ourselves program that was under consideration for NDN funding earlier this 

subcommittee that I am a strong believer in the pee' review 

St^De'SJltmen?'^^ ^"'"'^ P«'P«' f^^^g 

r '*^il?t^"xV^-^*^.??'^'^"® J*» se*^*^ as 4 peer reviewer for programs 
SSt^^^n^^ My experilnas there has conW/iSdSI 

that a strong peer review process ensures integrity and objectivity in the Govern- 
ment 8 grant-making process. uuvern 
While the decision to fund projects in the history, geography and civics catesorv 
occurred before my confirmation as Secretary of fiduSnf Sht o??hf aC 
t.ons sum)unding the NDN fundine decisions earlier taS yea^ lISi ^vi^e^SX 

""^i P«"*"« to ensure that future ^J^^ti^^ are 

conducted in accordance with congressional intent. u u reviews are 

fi-LISoi^il^.^?- t^** SSJ^"""*^ allegatiorj of anti-Semitism in the 
flinding decision concerning "Facing History and Ourselves" are unfounded. 
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Finally, Dr. Curry has a very short statement that she would like 
to read into the record. With your permission, she will do so. 
Mr. Weiss. Please proceed. Dr. Curry. 

STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY CURRY, ED.D., FORMER '>IRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL DIFFUSION RECOGNITION DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION 

Dr. Curry. Good day. Congressman Weiss and fellow committee 
members. My name is Shirley Curry, former Director of the Na- 
tional Diffusion Recognition Division for the U.S. Department of 
Education. I am very pleased to have this opportunity to testify. 

To begin, I want to solemnly affirm that the published innuendo 
in the Washington Post article on October 4, the very eve of Presi- 
dent Reagan s laying the cornerstone for the Holocaust Memorial 
Museum, tha^; somehow the Department in general and I in par- 
ticular have operated from some anti-Semitic mode in not granting 
funds to the National Diffusion Network program "Facing History 
and Ourselves" is absolutely absurd. 

I personally believe that current and future generations should 
know about this unspeakable tragedy, the Holocaust, and every 
effort should be taken to see that it never happens again. 

While it is true to understand and appreciate our republic form 
of government, other systems of government should also be stud- 
ied, I do not feel such atrocious regimes as the Nazi Party and its 
philosophy should be present^ to students or adults either, for 
that matter, in a sympathetic light. 

To further document my genuine dedication to assuring that the 
sensitive subject of the Holocaust has its proper place in our 
schools, I have actively encouraged the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Council to become part of the National Diffusion Network. A 
member of my NDN staff was working tx) help ready Holocaust 
programs for inclusion in the NDN as early as the spring of 1986. 
Interested personnel were invited to an orientation and training 
workshop on how to prepare the Joint Dissemination Review Panel 
submittal in May 1986. 

I sincerely agree with your statement. Congressman Weiss, in 
your October 5 coriespondence to the Secretary: "There must be no 
room in the Department for the grotesque opinion." I assure you 
and other members of the committee, recommendations and deci- 
sions were not "influenced by such heinous thought. ' 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wfiiss. Thank you very much. Dr. Curry, Dr. Manno. 

Dr. Goldberg, I understand you do not have a preparei state- 
ment, but that you would be willing to respond to questions put to 
you? 

STATEMENT OF MILTON GOLDBERG, ED.D., DIRECTOR, PRO- 
GRAMS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF PRACTICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION 
Dr. Goldberg. Certainly. 

Mr. Weiss. Let me start off by asking you some questions, Dr. 
Goldberg. 
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?/■ That is correct, 

sion?- ^"^^ •^'^ responsibilities of the Recognition Divi- 

^S^iS^oS^'^-S^'Z's^hoSl^^^'' Recognition 
which identirZ^Sip^rrSot^'Tf^T^^ * ^"^^ 
vides them with the recoemtion frnm h^L country and pro- 

se^na^ infoJatio^fS^^^^^^^^ <liB- 

in the schooS mTSe^ S^r^^i'^^t.''^^?^'^'^ program^ 
able to other p^ple "^formation about those programs avail- 

Dr.Z^s^^l haTete^nSh'tE" Department? 
^^M. W.SS. AniiEts^rN^tL»SnTe5^^^^ 

lieve a&uU974; ^" ^o-e time before then. I be- 

Mr. Weiss. Now, when the Network was sPt nn >iiA tu^ 

re-aew application, „„ the birortlS Jfi^'^ete: 

elude SSra^ a'SriSrfeSi^^'''r-^ '° i»- 

at^M^aa^J'^rlSl^SS^''"*™" cr- 

pnndpal and teaeher is a^lp^ffinS,"" " ° '™ 
an'dfeteSe""' " "f"™'"" teacher, 

P«S5cu^J°apT£;i;^«nM iTor-S^^ 
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Mr. Wbiss. When Facing History and Ourselves category, history, 
geography, and civics was eliminated, Dr. Curry, from funding com- 
petition this year, did Assistant Secretary Chester Finn tell you he 
would go to the Secretary's Chief of Staff, Mr. William Kristol, to 
exprens concerns about the category? 

Dr. Goldberg. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Did such a meeting take place, do you know? 
Dr. Goldberg. As far as I know. 
Mr. Weiss. All right. 

After that meeting, was it Dr. Curry's decision to deny funding 
to the entire category of history, geography, and civics approved? 

Dr. Goldberg. Yes, the Assistant Secretary followed her recom- 
mendations. 

Mr. Weiss. When the entire categories were eliminated from 
funding in the past, it was because most of the programs in the cat- 
egory were rated low; is that correct? 

Dr. Goldberg. That is right. 

Mr. Weiss. Now, was that the case with this situation? 

Dr. Goldberg. No. I should add one more thing. 

Sometimes categories were not funded for some other reasons, in- 
cluding the fact uiat there might have already been « number of 
prog**am8 in the Network in that category, or there had been pro- 
grams funded the previous year in that category. 

The answer to your quebtion is, in this case, this was a program 
that was fairly mghly rated. Although there were a lot of highly 
rated proposals this past year. Facing History was rated about an 
89. 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Manno, you were Dr. Finn's Chief of Staff at that 
time; is that correct? 
^ Dr. Manno. That is correct. 

Mr. Weiss. Can you tell us what your involvement with the 
Facing FLttory project was? 

Dr. Manno. My involvement was similar to my involvement with 
all the other procurements that make their way through OERI to 
the Assistant Secretary. The staff that I have was responsible for 
checking a number of different things before a final document got 
to the Assistant Secretary for approval. 

We would check to make sure that the budget figures were accu- 
rate on the material that was submitted. We would check to make 
sure that, in general, the competitions were held according to the 
regulations that were published for the competition, et cetera. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you have a conversation with Dr. Finn ^bout his 
meeting with Dr. Kristol about tenmnation of the category? 

Dr. Manno. No; I did not have a meeting with Dr. Finn. 

Mr. Weiss. Were you aware of the termination of the category of 
history, geography, and civics? 

Dr. Manno. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Whom did you discuss it with? 
Dr. Manno. Just Dr. F^n. 

Mr. Weiss. Tell us about the nature of that discussion? 

Dr. Manno. The discussion was very short and to the point. The 
point was made by Dr. Finn that a decision had been made to 
eliminate that cat^^ory. 
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Mr. Weiss, \yhat was tne basis for it? What did he tell you was 
the basis for eliminating that category? 

Dr. Manno. He reallv didn't go into any detail. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you have any understanding from other sources 
as to wliy that category was eliminated? 

Dr. Manno. No, I didn't. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you ask anybody as to why it was eliminated? 

Dr. Manno. No. The elimmation of the category was not an un- 
usual event. In the past, categories had been eliminated. 

It was not unusual that a category had been eliminated for fund- 
ing. 

eliminat^^ You saw nothing unusual in this category being 

Dr. Manno. The category history; I did think it was a bit unusu- 
al. 

to Mybo^' did you convey your thought that it was unusual 

Dr. Manno. Yes. 
Mr. Weiss. To whom? 

Dr. Manno. I had a brief discussion about this as part of that 
conversation with Dr. Finn. 

Mr. Weiss. What did you sav to him and what did he say to you? 

Dr. Manno. I don t recall the exact words, but something to the 
enea that this seemed a bit unusual, and his response was v**^ 
was unusual. » ^ ^ 

Mr. Weiss. That was it? 

Dr. xiIanno. That was basically it. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you discuss anything at that time about the prior 
applications that had been made? 
Dr. Manno. Not at all. 
Mr. Weiss. For approval? 
Dr. Manno. No. 

Mr. Weiss. Were you told that Phyllis SchlaHy opposed the pro- 
gram.^ 

Dr. Manno. Was I told that? No, not by Dr. Finn 
Mr. Weiss. By anybody? 

Dr. Manno. I wm not told that by anybody. But it was generally 
somethmg that was known going as far back, if I recall correctly, 
to the hearings that were held up on the Hill concerning the Hatch 
amendment. 

Mr. Weiss. Go into that in greater detail. 

Dr. Manno. I really don't know much of the details connected 
mth It. I just picked that up in the course of general discussions 
that occurred on the question of Facing History. 

Mr. Weiss. Did Ms. SchlaHy write a letter to William Kristol, 
who was the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Education ex- 
pressing her opposition to the program? 

Dr. Manno. I was told that she did. I, in fact, have never seen a 
letter. 

I read that she wrote one, but I never saw a copy of that letter. 
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Mr. Weiss. We will introduce into the record at this time, with- 
out objection, a letter from Phyllis Schlafly, dated August 13, 1987, 
to Mr. William Kristol, Chief of Staff, Ciouaselor, U.S. Department 
of Education, expressing her opposition to Facing History and Our- 
selves. 

[The information follows:] 
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r«t><MOuNr 



LCaQ>NC TMi P no FAMILY MOVCMCNT SINCC 1972 

3m ^CNNtYLVANiA AVC SC SUi rC JO 3 WASHINGTON OC 10003 <a >a> 944^393 

August 13, 1987 



Hr. William '.'.istol 

Chi«f of Staff/Counselor 

U.S. Dflpartinant of Education 

400 Maryland hvm., S.W., Room 4181 

Naahington, DC 20202 

Ovar Nr« Knstolt 

I just raad in the August 4 isaun of Education Week that there 
is some kind of dispute going on about a curriculum called Faci ng 
History and Ourselves* and whether or not it should receive National 
Diffusion Network recognition and/or federal »unding. Although the 
article mentioned my name and that of Eagle Forum, I was not inter- 
viewed for the article. 

I would like, however, to make our position clear on this mat- 
ter. Our oppcsition has nothing to do wi'O the subject matter or 
the ideology of the curriculum. We certainly believe that the Holo- 
caust Is an important fact of history that must be taught if history 
is to be accurate and factual ~ and that it must be taught sympa- 
thetically to the victims. 

Our opposition is based on the adverse, negative and offensiv e 
rsvcholooic2.\ effects of the course as revealed by those who tauoh t, 
took, an d evaluate d the course . I emphasize that NOME cf my infor- 
mation was taKen from those who are critical of the curriculum. ALL 
my information is from supporters of the curriculum. 

I aiR sure that the authors wera well-intentioned and probably ^ 
did not forsee the negative affect* of this course on minor chil- 
dren. But the adverse effects are to well-documented that it would 
oe an embarrassment to the U.S. Departnient of Education if it oro- 
moued or funded this curriculum in the fuce of the massive evidence 
that this course is da trimental to students. 

Psychological manipulation (colloquially known as grojp therapy 
In the classroom by unlicensed psychologists) was the reason for the 
Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment, passed by Congress in 1978, 
for which regulations were issued in 1984. Fac i ng His tor / and Ou r- 
selves would certainl/ cor'-> md^jr the purview o£ this stac-ice ana" 
require parental consent beiore use by schoolchildren if it is fed- 
ereally funded. I believe it would be hard for the Department of 
Education to justify funding this curriculum after its ne'^ative 
effects are so veil known, and when there ar^ so many good curricula 
available. 
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journal wsre obvinusly friendly trp,^- „„ u ; author, of this 

« Please „ote that I am not quot^nHfT:; "^""f"'' "H£selves - 

selves wer<r£iit^o wr te "lourn^l^- facing Hisf.n r- and Our- 
•Cter ta<ln5-thc ; s^ns 0* ^f^n ^ ?„ rec^Fding their feelings " 
the student, wh- studiad the currfcuLi't T"" statements 'of 

effects Here are some of the v-o^ds of th- ^►•h"^""^ negative 
recorded and published in Moral gduc.?L"'L;.^! ^""- « "-udly 

^ ^:jo^g-^ui"a"h1rrr\g^Sr:rie?:^^-,-.Mr^ " 
liSe''has*sJ!^°^'D something I have had all „y 

publl^:t^fL^T!:d"z^;d:.e'nde=nt^^^^:c^^" ^^re^r^-^^^ °' ' 

from student journalVl -£_i£nooi. aere I quote a directly 

^f 'm\%°S^"°tron: Sr:a"^/2f"?^f e^ thl^^a^ f" ' 
^ we've ccnfronted. But in L ethical dilemmas 
or myseU 3°d':o;e fntro ,e°c tJe^'whe;: ^^1 
the Une between right and wrong?" ?p 20? 

Pann/r^2o%^:rrrrn'th:'':u^^e^JV?^ar^^^ ^^^"'^^^^ colt and 
from the report oc journals of ^?.!d:n^ /^^''^ ^ ^'^^'^^ directlv 
ana Cur^^!. ^^ course students wt o took the Facing Hls^n>v 

"The TiQst. meanin::£ui oar-s nf »-Ka u i 

-:t;;.!;^-";r:;Fr— ^^^^ 

memor/ "'^^ ^^-'^^'^ tuc^^d ,n my 

no- I ^taorj on sevoral issues. (p. ge > 

(5: j/:»-:^/;-.r,v'ui"" w:t^i "r^---"- 

^" — V '^'^ ^bsessea ^ith ourselves." 
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I also call to your attention some comfnents in the Project 
Evaluation by Pr-»fessor Marcus Liebennan of the Harvard (3raduate 
School of Education, as quoted m Moral Education forjin (cited 
above) . 

"Thf changes the program expects to bring about 

^0 m students are complex rurthecmore, the 

^""^ effect of the program on students may not become 

apparent until considerable time after the 

completion of the unit. • (p. y^^i 

Professor Lieberman calls the curriculum "experimental" and 
■controversial." He states that the purpose of the program was to 
make "changes in the students' moral, ego and social development." 

He admits that the junior high school students who studied the^ 
curriculum "complained bit '.erly about the difficulty io^ answering 
the questions..." and tha*"- they had an "emotional ^spofr^ to whft 
students perceived as a high level of abuse,.." Xp. 36) ^ 

Another evaluator, Betty Bardige, stated that ^fftudents studying 
V this curriculum were regularly "asJced to keep journals in which they 
) record their thoughts and feel'nqs after e.ich class. The Journals 

are one ot the most important parts of the students' response to the 

curriculum," (p. 42) 

Such p3ycholo<yiCAl mani jnl it-'nn, inVii'—"^ K»k|,vinral change, and 
or ivacv-in'vad inq treatment are uiacceptrhlr in f a'lara M y- ^ ^nded or 

eder^rry^'approv^T'currrcinal They are what brought '\bout the 
Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment (both the statute in 1978 and 
the regulations in 1984). Americans do not appreciate having theiT 
children treated like guinea pig^ In the classroom. 

In sum, I believe it would be most unfortunate if schools 
across the nation are permitted to believe that the federal Govern- 
ment IS sponsorina such \ manipulative course m the public schools. 
Let's get" back to "basic skills" and "what works." 



Sincerely , 




rv 
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Mr. Weiss. It goes on for some pages. 
You had never seen that letter? 
Dr. Manno. I really have not. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you ever discuss that letter with anyone? 
Dr. Manno. No, I didn't. 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Curry, did you ever have any conversation or 
communication from Ms. Schlafly about this program? 
Dr. Curry. I had a conversation with her, yes. 
Mr. Weiss. When did you have that conversation? 
Dr. Curry. Sir, I couldn't tell you. 

■ "^J^' i?T.u°"^ ^^^^ ^^^^ position that you held at 
the time you had this responsibility? 
Dr. Curry. Excuse me? 

n?" J?«fv ^""C*"^ '^""J^^ Department of Education? 
JMia^igse Department of Education since 

Mr. Weiss. And so you had a conversation with Ms. Schlafly sub- 
^c"t7i^^^J t'^*'* <'°'"'^t? Did you have a conversa- 
tion with Ms. Schlafly about this program Facing History and Our- 
selves during the course of 1988? ^ 

o^Jlr o ^ several conversations with Ms. Schlafly and 

with a lot of people about the programs. 

M^^Scfi^? conversation that you had with 

Dr. Curry. I don't know, sir. 

Mr. Weiss. Do you have records which could tell you when you 
had your last conversation with Ms. Schlafly on this program' 
Dr ^RRY. No, sir. s <""• 

Mr. Weiss. Do you keep records? 
Dr. Curry. No, sir. 

yir. Weiss. Let me finish my question. 
, Do you keep diary records of people with whom you have meet- 
ings or conversations? 

Dr. Curry. Ino, sir. 

youjneet with 50 people during August 
13«8, there would be no record at all in vour diary or your fil^ as 
to whom you met with during August 1988? 

Dr. Curry. Nothing more than what is on my calendar. 

Mr. Weiss. Well, tiien, let me ask you, would your calendar tell 
you when you had conversations with Ms. Schlafly? 

Dr. Curry. No. Because her name is not on my calendar. 

Mr. Weiss. OK. 

k^^f^^'^}^^^\^,^ substance of the conversation 

and JS^Wm Schlafly about the program Facing History 

Mr. Weiss. Did vou agree or disagree 

Mr. Frank. Pull the microphone closer to you. 
Dr. Curry. I want you to hear what I have to say 
Mr. Frank. Pull it closer. 
Ih. Curry. It helps to turn it on. 

vou hJS m/^"*,!^^ **** substance of the conversations that 
you had ' -ith Ms. Schlafly concerning this program? 
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Dr. Curry. No, except that I knew that she had objections to the 
program. 

Mr. Weiss. What did you tell her about your view of the pro- 
gram? 

Dr. Curry. My view if the program is that it is inappropriate for 
the age group which it *s addressing. That is the only conversation 
that we have had about ^.hat. 

Mr. Weics. Which age jroup is that? 

Dr. Curry. According to ♦he JDRP application, this program is 
approved for teaching eighth and ninth graders. And according to 
noted Holocaust educators with whom I have discussed, and if you 
don't mind, I will just get this correct, I have been advised by dis- 
tinguished Holocaust scholars and educators that the type of pro- 
gram that is presented in Facing History is far too intensive for 
presentation to junior high students. 

Such material, they claim, should not generally be presented 
before the 11th grade with such intensity, and great care should be 
given as to wl:^ teaches Facing Histoir. And, of course, it is only 
approved to be taught in the eighth and ninth grades. 

Mr. Weiss. Who are these distinguished experts on the Holocaust 
who made that statement? 

Dr. Curry. Dr. Irene Shur, professor of history. West Chester 
University, forerunner an*.' teacher in Holocaust education, who 
produced training units on the subject and founded the National 
Association for Holocaust Education. 

Mr. Weiss. You were just quoting her? 

Dt . Curry. Excuse me? 

Mr. Weiss. And do you have any other experts that you can refer 
to? 

Dr. Curry. I have discussed the subject with her cohort. Dr. 
Frarklin Litrell 

Mr. Weiss. Do you have a statement from her cohort? 

Dr. Curry. No, I have no statement. I just discussed it with him. 

Mr. Weiss. When did that discussion take place? 

Dr. CuRR\. Yesterday, I guess. He called me for lunch. 

Mr. Weiss. And when did you have a conversation with Dr. 
Shur? 

Dr. CuRP" The last conversation I have had with her? 
Mr. Weiss. Yes. 

Dr. Curry. It has been this week. 

Mr. Weiss. When was the first conversation you had with her? 

Dr. Curry. The first conversation I had with Dr. Shur— I will 
have to think on that. It was in 1986. 

Mr. Weiss. How many conversations in all have you had with 
her? 

Dr. Curry. Oh, sir, I wouldn't tell. 
Mr. Weiss. More than those two? 
Dr. Curry. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Weiss. You were the Director of the Recognition Division at 
the time that Facing History was an applicant for funding, is that 
right? 

Dr. Curry. That is true. Let me point out one thing on that sub- 
ject, that when this program wcjs approved, in 1980, quoting from 
the JDRP minutes, it saysy ''In approving this submission, the 
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paiwl recommended that the developer keep the JDRP informed 
to.tune of later findings in order to show the programs 
adaptability, including harmful effects." i^grams 
That is the primary concern. 

Mr. Weiss. And did you, in fact, ask the program to inform you 
who suffered harmful effects? ^ 
Dr. CuRKY. No. 

Mr. Wkiss. Now, do you still hold the position as Director of the 
Kecogmtion Division? 
Dr. CuRKY. No. 

Mr. Weiss. When did you leave that position? 
Dr. CuRKY. Friday. 

Mr. Weiss. What were the circumstances 

m; ^StJl^iJ'*'*^ might be able to shed a little light on that. 
Mr. Weiss. Dr. Manno, if I need your assistance, I will ask for it. 
VxT"'"'^' 1^*^^ the position? 

Dr. CuRKY. On Friday. 

sition''^'^" ^^"^ circumstances of your leaving the po- 

Dr. Curry. I was asked to go over and work in the Office of Man- 
agement. 

catfon?^*^" ^^^^ '^^ Management of the Department of Edu- 

Dr. Curry. Department of Education, yes. 

Mr. Weiss. You were relieved of your responsibilities as head of 
the Recogmtion Division, is that correct? 

Dr. Curry. That is true. 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Manno, do you want to expand on that? 

PrSTovTf i^i^Qj^f ? ^J!? to ™ake was that on 

Friday I told Shirley that effective Friday, she would be relieved of 
her duti^ as Director of the Recognition Division, and effective 
this past Monday she was to report to the Deputy Under Secretary 
tor Management and await further instructions as to what her 
duties in the Department would be. She was relieved of all her oro- 
gram duties effective this past Friday. 

Mr. Weiss. What was the reason for relieving Dr. Curry of her 
responsibilities? 

Dr. Manno. It is very much related to one of the points that the 
becretary made in his statement I read into the record. Namely, 
the Secretary has undertaken a review of the proc a related to the 
fundmg of Facing History. It was the opinion of those in the De- 
partment involved in this review that the best thing we could do 
would be relieve Dr. Curry of her duties while this inv<jstigation 
was underway. ongauuii 

Mr. Weiss. All right. And it is possible she may be returned to 
that position sometime in the future, is that correct? 

Dr. Manno In fact, several months ago. Dr. Curry let it be 
known that she was intending to submit her resignation, certainly 
no later than November or December of this year. So the discus- 
sion of who would in fact at some point take over the Recognition 
Division IS a discussion that has been going on sometime. 

Mr. Weiss. So that 

Dr. Curry. May I address the question here, too? 



ERIC 



19 



16 



I feel like a rabbit in a brier patch because for a year I have 
asked to be assigned somewhere else. I am here as a Preridential 
appointee, and I wanted experiences around the Dep€u;tment. I had 
talked with senior personnel about being transferred many times. 

So I am not the least bit upset about being transferred over to 
the Office of Management. It will give me a chance to know how 
the rest of the Dei^artment works. I know how OERI works. I am 
here for a little while and the more I can learn about how the De- 
partment works, the better I like it. 

I am not upset. If I stay where I am, that is fine. If I am trans- 
ferred back, that ia fine. 

Mr. Weiss. OK. Since you are not happy or not unhappy and the 
Secretary is not unhappy about the situation, let me go back to a 
discussion of your responsibilities while you were the head of the 
Recognition Division. 

According to the Education Department's official description of 
the division, I am quoting, 'The division is responsible for estab- 
lishing processes for identifying and selecting outstanding and 
noteworthy individuals, educational programs and practices in 
schools, providing national recognition for their fiChievements in 
education, and using these resources in a variety of ways to assist 
others seeking improvement in the quality of education, the divi- 
sion of ministers, secretary of school recognition programs in the 
National Diffusion Network." 

That is an accurate description, is it not? 

Dr. Curry. That is accurate. 

Mr. Weiss. According to the Department's ofRcial job description, 
the director of the Recognition Division must be ''recognized both 
within the agency and by leading figures in the scientific communi- 
ty as a nationally recognized authority." 

Now, when you took the job. Dr. Curry, had you authored any 
books at that time? 

Dr. Curry. Excuse me? 

Mr. Weiss. At the time that you took the position of head of the 
Recognition Division, which required people who were nationally 
recognized authorities, were you a recognized author? Had you au- 
thoml any books at that point? 

Dr. Curry. I have authored no books. 

Mr. Weiss. What research had you published at the time you 
took this position? 

Dr. Curry. I have published no research. However, sir, I have a 
master's degree in statistics and a doctorate from Vanderbilt, with 
emphasis in teacher evaluation. 

Mr. Weiss. And you think that qualifies you as a leading nation- 
al authority, is that correct? 

Dr. Curry. That and the fact that I have been active in school- 
rooms for 13 years. They felt that I had the qualifications to know 
what goes on in a schoolroom and what makes up a good program. 
And I have the statistical background to work in the Office of Re- 
search and Iniprovement. 

Mr. Weiss. Before joining che Department, you were the director 
of job training for high school students in Wayne County, TN, is 
that correct? 

Dr. Curry. That is correct. 
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Mr Weiss. Prior to that, you were the office manager for Volun- 
teer Insulation, Inc., is that correct? 
Dr. CuRHY. That is correct. 
Mr. Weiss. That company did what? 
Dr. Curry. We did insulation. 
Mr. Weiss. Of storm windows? 
Or. Curry. Excuse me? 
Mr. Weiss. Insulation of what? 

Mr" wS!f« v""™"^ fiberglass insulation in attics. 

Mr. Weiss. You worked 1 month in 1982 as a consultant for 
women's programs at the Education Department 
Dr. Curry. That is right. 

Mr. Weiss. You have a doctorate in education, correct? 
Dr. Curry. True. 

-..K^ifSf • applications to the National Diffusion Network 
submitted for peer review by the Department? 
Dr. Curry. Excuse me? 

-nkJjiif?!??' applications for the National Diffusion Network 
su^tted for peer review by the Department? 

fuf^T V™\J2*lP?°P^f.^"^°"* applicatio:i8 to the Department for 
the National Diffusion Network? 

• applications to the National Diffusion Network 
sutaaitted for peer review by the Department? 
Dr. Curry. Sure. Our appUcations go out for peer review, yes 

■.J^ewSZe a^Srcaffnsr^'"'"^ ^^^'•"^"^ ^^'^ ^"^^ 

JirinSwf^f ^ ^J^^^ Congressman. Yes, I am 

responsible for gathering peer reviewers. I would like you to know 
that the three programs that we run require over 400 peer review- 
era, non-Federal persons, annually. And I get resumes fromlvel^- 
where I practically collect them off the stiiet to come up Sith 400 

Mr. Weiss. So it is your responsibility, is that correct? 
resumSf^^" °^ responsibility, to gather the 

^l^Z' Sff iu^^S"? Ourselves, an educational pro- 

gram about the Holocaust, firat applied for funding from the De^ 
fhSoSJ^? ^ funding grant in 1980, in 1986, is 

Dr CyiwY. According to our records, it did apply, and-let me 
Sitlon^Ss? T "».1??2. the firat time. Just 1 mfnSte. June cor 
petition, 1982, when it firat applied. 

Mr. Weiss. What happened to that application? 
deSed fJiSg^** application received a score of 57 and was 
J have to poir.t out that was prior to my being there 
Mr. Weiss. Fjght. And then in 1986, there was an application 
Dr. Curry. There was an application in 1986, correct 
^5!!„^f|f^0ne of the people reviewing that application was a 
S!e??^ Christina Price. Did you approve her selection as a 

Dr. Curry. I approved all the selections of the reviewera. 
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Mr. Weiss. On December 4, 1986— without objection, we will 
enter the review into the record— Dr. Price submitted her review of 
Facing History, and it stated in the last paragraph, "The program 
gives no evidence of balance or objectivity. The Nazi point of view 
however, unpopular is still a point of view, and it is not presented; 
nor is that of the Ku Klux Klan." 

Have you seen these comments before? 

[The review referred to follows:] 
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App11c«tlon No:_ 



ERIC 



Title of Proposil; Facing HiBto ry ar joiMlve, Priority Art*- 



fyt>75ni5 



Typ*of*pp||c.«t (Check One): UA IfUltutlon of Hf,h.r Ed. Nonprofit OniwUatlon _jl 

taount of Funds Requested for first year; sg^iyij 



Other 



tfPLICATIOIt EVJU.UAT|r>ll CRITERIA 



_20 6_ 

10 10 



Htiliw Score AsHfloed Score ^ 

I. PUn of Operitlon 20 7 

H. Qu«nty of Key Personnel 

III. Btidget «nd Cost Effectiveness 

IV. E««lu«tlon p|«n 

V. Mequacy of Resources 

VI. Nonltorlnq 

VII. Effective DisseMln«t Ion Strategies 



8 



Total NtxlMM Sco-e- 100 Total: 



Print 



Dr. Christina F. Price 



Slyature. (^J,,^^ ^ J Y/L,^ , > Date. /fU 
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Page 2 of H 



Speclfk Instructions Indicate the point rating jrou give each criterion to the extent the progriB narrative Is 

high quality vlth respect to each of the activities as described. When citing speclflf Issues 
0. proble«s. ycu should include the page reference In the application. In applying each cri- 
terion the Secretary considers the eitent to which excellence, balance, and iNglnatlon are 
dfMOnstrated In the proposed activities. 



SHECTim CRITERIA EDGAR 7&.?0? throufh 7&.eo6 
and SUBPART D 796.3? of REGS. 
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1. Plan of O^^ratlon 796.3?(a) 

1. The extent to which the applicant shows 
high quality In the design of the project. 



The extent to which the strategies and 
activities proposed to iMpleiwnt the proj- 
ect are likely to accoMpllsh the project's 
object l»es successfully. 

The extent to which the applicant sets 
out an effective Mnagenent plan Including 
appropriate resource allocation, realistic 4 
schedules, and a .ufflctent amunt of tine 
to be spent on the project by the proposed 
staff Mabers. 

The extent to which the applicant describes 
an effective plan of training required to . 
install the program In new settings. 

The extent to which the applicant dcnon- 
ttrates that the project will address 
the needs of racial or ethnic Minority ^ 
groups, woaen, handicapped persons, and 
the elderly. 

If the applicant Is a local educational 
agency or State educational agency. Is there 
a clear description of how applicant 
Hill satisfy th» rpquirwient of private 
school pa'ttclpation. 



CoMMnts jNai. I 

(Strengths ind Weaknesses) Iscore ?0 j Score 



It IS not true th** you educate 
people by teachii than to f'jal 
with problers the, do not face. 
The nroblans of today are srificient 
foi today. 

■nie project uself lacks balance; 
will fonier Naiis, etc., be asked 
to speak? 

ResouroQ allocation plans are 
somewhat vague. 



Applicant does not justify ner 
confidence that of the % 
teachers trained at the institutes, 
all of then can be expected to adopt 
the program. 

A sUtenent is made to this effect 
on p. 15; but ro elaboration is 
given. 
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II. QvalUy of key personMl r%.3?(b) 

I. The entent to which the project director ht% 
the qiMllflcations Mni capability to conduct 
the project successfully. Factors to be roA- U 
sidcred «re fom«l educational training, 
eipertewe and training In fields related vo 
the objectives of the project, as well as other 
Infore^^tlon that the applicant Provides. 

t. The extent to wblcb other key .taff «e«bers have 
the iiuallflcatloflS to dlsM«lnate and ii^leMnt the 
project successfully. 3 

3. The extent to which sufficient tiae Is allotted 
for each staff Mcaber to the project. 3 

4. The extent to which the applicant as part of Its 
nondiscriainatory c«ploy«ent practices, en- ^ 
covragts applications for cuplojpent froa persons 

are wabers of groups that have been 
traditionally underrepresented, such as MibcrS 
of racial or eth;iic BlnorUy groups, woaien, 
handicapped persons, and the elderly. 



I Score ?0 



Project attaif)t« to (teal with hiran 
behavior, poycholoqv, an] values 
clarificetion. N' ther the prograB 
director , Wiliiao Parsons, nor the 
«H>lic«i;t, mrqaret Strom, is trained 
in psychology or psychiatry. 



The sane probloa exists here. 

Sufficient tine is allotted for each .taff 
■wilier to the pro}ect. 
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It. Budget and Cost Ifftcttveness 796.37(c) 

The citent to ictitch the appHcint's budget 
fs 

a. adequate to support the project Kttvfttes; 2H 

2H 



reasonable fn relation to the objectives 
of tr>e project; 

takes Into consideration the cost to the 
adopter for Installing the protiraii fn « 
new setting, and 

provides a projection of the ntaiber of 
educational service providers that mIU 
adopt the (irogram. 



2H 



2H 
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|Mai. } Score 
I Scort 10 j 10 



Yes. 
Yes. 



Yea, (although, I question the 

accuracy of the projection) . 
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CvtlMtlofi f\M 796.32(d) 



Tiic extent to Mhlch the •ppllctnt describes m 
effect t¥e p)in for evAlut* un by •ddre'.slft): 

I. the qmlfty iiid ef fcctlveiies* of Mtrenets 
■AterUls and coAferences, triUtn^ ind 
follM'Up. and of lnteni«1 Mn«9«ti»t pUnt; 

b. the tip1c«ent«tlon st«tus of the •tfoptlofi. 
Including key elements end laplcMntitlon 
levelt. And 

c. the effectiveness of the etfoptlon Includtnf 
the lipKt on the sttidents of the chenges In 
teacher or wtalnlstrctor behavior. 



97 
^ 9 



Pa9« S or 6 



iNai. I Score 
I Score 10 | 9 



Applicant io vaque; the aava "Wbrluhono and 
ait« viaiu will pcovlde oonaistent f^aAimA* 
(p. 2") but neglects to tell m the fona of 
the '.oedbacfc. 

Prolixly 



the evaluetion vlxlch flFplloant saya wa 
appravod by the JOtP atiikea this levieuer 
as IntrusiVB and unbaUnoad. 

It ia s paratfaaficel and strange aspect of 
thia pnsorai and t!ie wthods used to chanoe 
the thinlOng of students la the 9mm that 
Hitler And QBafabtls UMd to propagMvllse the 
Geznan pecple. Ihia raeduDation aethod mbs 
perfected by Chaix&en tmo and now ia being 
foisted on Maerioan children undrsr t)^ guiae 
of "understanding* hiatory. it is donaning 
to a free pecple. 
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V. MequKY or resources /%.]?(e) 


|Hax. 1 Score. 
Iscore 5 1 ' 


The extent to irfif ch the «ppl icent proposes 
to devote adeqiMte resources to the project 
by: 




«. providing adequate faclHtles Including office 
end conference spKe, and 


Sen adequate. 5 


b. providing adequate equtpiaent and nuppllts. 




Vl« Monitoring 796.7(f) 


iMax. { Score 
Iscort IS i IS 


The extent to irfilch the applicant dearly detelli pKni 
that show proMlse of effective Mnagaatnt of the progrM, 
iiR.imiini pnii~aaap( ion ■onicoring oi cne proyran iHpie' 
•entatlon and resulting benefits at the adoptlwt sites. 


Applicant is obviouely oonoamad 
with post^adoption ■onitorlng ua 
diocuued on paqa 22| av«n to the 
point of following txainad taacten 
u they mrm fron Kiiool to tciiool. 


-'0( 





ERIC 



VII. (fffctfvc DIsscMlfltkton Str«te«lM 796.3?(9) . ! 

Til* nttnt tc trfilch •pp)k«nt proposts tffKtlvt 
dIsscMlMtlon itrttefits to mnt sptctflc 
ch«rict«rlstics of the progrM. 



tNai. I Score 

I Scot t W 1 10 

strategies to dlMMinate prograM are 
wall thought out and would certainly, 
if nothlxig foreaeon Intervened, be 
effective. 



P«9e 8 of 8 



on «n Overall asscssMent of the application, do you recoMwnd this pro9ra« for fundlngT 



No 



Please coM«ent* 

Hy objection* to this program have to do with the progran'a oontant, rather thin with itrataglee for diffusion. The 
latter axe well thought out, tlw fonKr !■ not. 

Pirct of all, the jntlre p rogr a m itriXee ne at nas reality awidanoa. Ha can't deal with today's prabloH, ao let's 
solve yesterday's. Mb ratlwr focus on the ■hortoonings of Hitler and ths Gcnnns. thin on our own. 

Seoondlv* the rroqram is deaitvwd to be a values clarificatl<xi proqrma (See p. 4) . I have grave reservations about 
this type of proqraa for junior hi^ students. Also on page 4, tl« applicant clalsm that ttw cmtral thmva of the 
prograns are particularly appropriste for early adolesoenos. She A»s not say Mhv, areS personally, I diaagrea. Shi 
goes on to Esy tint these sub^ecU axe usuaUy ksfit from children. Again, I dlaagree, Ihe Diary of fm rtaijce . 
t4w*-her or not it should be, it oaenn reading material of this acis qroip. 

Finally, the program gives no evidence of balance or objectivity, ttm Nasi point of view however, la^jopular is still 
a point of vieWr and it is not preaentedi nor is that of the Klu KIuk Klan. The selection of only two prablon areas, 
Gexniny and Axnenia leaves out many others, many of lAilch «re more recent. I m thinking of Urn U.S.S.R. , Afghanistanr 
Canbodia, and Ethiopia among others. No explanation of this selectivity is given. My lii|«essian is that thia pxograa, 
baaed as it is en the resource book. The Holocaust and Huain Pahayior > miy be a ppi x yi iate for a limited religious 
c..^^enoe, but not for wideepread distribution to the scKaols of thenition. 
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v,w S^f^Jh!"'!^ ^T'. But that doesn't represent the official 
views of the Department. Anti^mitic views of this issue are total- 
ly at odds with those of the Department, laoue -re uJiai 
I would also like to point out something that you may not know. 
That that reviewers score, 61, was the highest score that any of 
those reviewers gave it. It was 50 percent higher than the scores 
the other two readers recorded. 

1 anyone else at the Department direct- 

rvl r3° ^ conwnents were inappropriate^ 

Dr. Curry. We do not make a practice of informing our commen- 
tators as to our evaluation of what they have said. That is not our 

Mr. Wmss. Dr. Price's review also states that Facing History's 
methods for teaching are the same used by Hitler and Chaimian 
Mao. Is that also your view? 

Dr. Curry. I cannut make any such statement. I am not familiar 
with what she is talking abor't. 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Price also v rote that the Facing History program 
lacks balance because former Nazis were not asked to participate 
m^^Do you beheve former Nazis should be included in this pro- 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely not. 

Let me restate my statement I began with. While it is true to 
understand and appreciate our republic form of government other 
systems of government should be studied, I do not feel such atro- 
cious regunM as the Nazi party or its philosophy should be present- 

M ^5"°®"*® adults either in a sympathetic manner. 

Mr. Wrass. After the application was rejected, did you have anv 
conversation with the people who proposed the program? 

Dr. Curry. Excuse me? 

Mr. Weiss Did you discuss the rejection of the application with 
thepeople who had made the application? 
Dr. Curry. I do not undeistand your question, sir. 

-nrJl": J*^" the application was rejected-you said that the 
application was rejected, right? 
Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Wems. ok. Now, did you have any conversation with the ap- 
pucants after the rejection? *^ 
Dr. Curry. You mean with the Facing History program? 
Mr. Weiss. Right. -f f ^ 

Dr. Curry. Sure. I talked with them a lot. 
Mr. Weiss. What did you say? 
Dr. Curry. I don't know. I talked with them a lot. 
Ml. Weiss. Do you have 

Dr. Curry. I like Mrs. Strom. She is a very wonderful pereon. 
Mr. Weiss. Marvelous. 

The question is, do you recall what you told her after the appli- 
cation was rejected? 
Dr. Curry. No, I don't. 
Mr. Weiss. No idea at all. OK. 

Now, in 1987, the year after Dr. Price's review. Facing History 
apphed agam to the National Diffusion Network, is that correct? 
Ur. (JuRRY. That is correct. 
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Mr. Weiss. Now, a review of the application inclndtd that Facing 
History had "an anti-Christian bias' and a "sel**ctive cse of leftist 
authors." 

Now, do you recall that? 

Dr. Curry. I recall those comments. But ^ jain, sir, we are not 
responsible for the comments of our peer reviewers. We are not re- 
sponsible for what they say. They are not espousing the Depart- 
ment's view. 

Dr. Manno. In fact, the Department publicly rejected those com- 
ments and criticized them and distanced itself from those com- 
ments on numerous occasions. 

Mr. Weiss. When was the first time? 

Dr. Manno. Shortly after the initial comments were published in 
the press. 

Mr. Weiss. Shortly after they were published in the press, when? 

Dr. Manno. These were Christina Price's comments. I can't give 
you a date off the top of my head, but I can certainly get a precise 
date. 

The Department, when asked to respond to those comments, pub- 
licly rejected those comments and disassociated itself from those 
comments. 

Mr. Weiss. Tell me roughly when that was? 

Dr. Manno. It was some time in 1987, aiter the first article ap- 
peared in the newspapers quoting these comments. 

Dr. Curry. I can tell you e::actly when it was. It was in August 
i987. 

Mr. Weiss. All right. Now, did you have a conversation. Dr. 
Curry 

Dr. Curry. No, sir. In August 1987, I was in Tennessee. My 
father had had a stroke and we spent that whole month at the re- 
habilitation center in Vanderbilt. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you at any time after that application in 1987 
was denied, have a discussion with the applicants as to why it was 
denied? 

Dr. Curry. Nothing more, sir, than the letters we send. We 
always send a letter. If that is what you are alluding to. 
Mr. Weiss. Why was the application denied in 1987? 
Dr. Curry. Because the score was low. 
Mr. Weiss. What was the score in 1987? 

Dr. Curry. Well, 1987 was an interesting year. That was the year 
that we were operating under the new regulation for the Program 
Significance Panel and at that time we were to have two reviews of 
each project. 

One review would look at the content. The other review would 
just look at the dissemination practices. When the content was ex- 
amined, it was given a score — let me read you the scores and ex- 
plain how we dia it. It was given a score of 70, 57, 57, 30 and 0, and 
then the readers were asked if this was appropriate for Federal dis- 
semination. 

The average score for content was 47. The dissemination review 
score was 82. 

Averaged together, I believe that is about 65 or 67. It was a low 
score, therefore, it was not funded. 
Mr. Weiss. And you conveyed that information to the applicants? 
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Dr. Curry. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Weiss. OK. Now, along comes 1988. 

Dr. Curry. Correct. 

Mr. Weiss. Tell us what happened in 1988. 
Dr. Curry. About the scores? 

Mr. Weiss. About the application and what happened. 

Dr Curry. We received the application. 

Mr. Weiss. Right. 

Dr. Curry. We reviewed it. 

Mr. Weiss. Yes. 

Dr. Curry. It hzd a score of 89. 
Mr. Weiss. Is that pretty good? 
Dr. Curry. About midway. 
Mr. Weiss. About midway? 
Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Would it surprise you if I told you there were only 14 
that received a higher score? 
Dr. Curry. That is not correct. 
Mr. Wiiiss. No; 89 is not a good score? 
Dr. Curry. It is not an outstanding score. 
Mr Weiss. OK. 

Dr. Curry. In that particular competition there were 48 appli- 
cants. Twenty-four of them made scores higher than 89, 24 out of 
4^. 

Mr. Weiss. Then what happened? 

Dr. Curry. I don't understand your question. 

Mr. Weiss. Then what ultimately happened in 1988? 

Dr. Curry. Do you want to talk about the categories? I don't un- 
derstand the question. 

Mr. Weiss. Fourteen programs that scored lower than 89 were 
funded, though, isn't that correct? 

Dr. Curry. I haven't counted that. 

Mr. Weiss. Ultimately the score really didn t matter; isn't that 
correct? 

Because the whole category was eliminated. Tell me how that oc- 
curred. 

Dr. Curry. I am glad that you have asked that. I was afraid I 
was not going to get to discuss the category issue. 

Mr. Weiss. You know. Dr. Curry, if you feel as we go along there 
are things I haven't asked you that you think I should, please tell 
me and maybe I will ask you the question then. 

Dr. Curry. I am glad you have given me that leeway. Sir, I 
really appreciate you allowing me to come and testify because I 
really want thes-s unfounded rumors to be put to rest. For to think 
we have been accused of being Nazi supporters, so to speak, is just 
ridiculous, and it is— well 

Mr. Weiss. We didn't make up those quotes that I read to you 
from these reviews. 

Dr. Curry. But I am telling you we don't support those state- 
ments and never have. 

Mr. Weiss. What did you tell Dr. Price after you read her lan- 
guage about how it was unbalanced because the Nazis weren't rep- 
resented? 

Dr. Curry. What did I tell her? 
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Mr. Weiss. Yes. 

Dr. Curry. I didn't tell her anything. 

Mr. Weiss. You bet. OK. 

Dr. Curry. I don't usually make comments. 

Mr. Weiss. No matter how horrendous the statement? 

Do the reviews play any rcle in determining the scores? 

Dr. CuRKY. Excuse me? 

Mr. Weiss. Do the reviews play a role in determining the scores 
that an application or applications receive? 
Dr. Curry. The reviewers give the scores. 

Mr. Weiss. Right. So the person who says this was not objective 
because it does not present the Nazi or the Ku Klux Klan point of 
view then scores on the basis of the failure to include those points 
of view; isn't that correct? 

Dr. Curry. Apparently so. 

Mr. Weiss. Right. You then make a judgment to deny that appli- 
cation on the basis of that reviewer's score and on the basis of that 
statement; isn't that correct? 

Dr. Curry. No, sir. We don't agree with every statement that is 
put out, sir. We could not. 

Mr. Weiss. But you went through a great deal telling us how this 
is a terrible program because of the low score and low score is 
given by the people who made these outrageous statements. 

Dr. Curry. She gave it the highest scores of those that were 
readmg it. We could have just eliminated hers and it would have 
had a lower score. 

Mr. Weiss. You didn't. You didn't say anything to her about it; 
go ahead and tell me 

Dr. Curry. Yes, I have said things to her about it since then. 

Mr. Weiss. When was that? 

Dr. Curry. She has called me about it and I told her. Dr. Price, 
that was a dumb statement for you to make. 
Mr. Weiss. What did you say? 
Dr. Curry. It was a dumb statement. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you also tell Ms. Schlafly her statements were 
dumb statements for her opposition? 

Dr. Curry. Well, Ms. Schlafly's opposition does not have any- 
thing to do with the Holocaust. 

Mr. Weiss. No? What did it have to do with? 

Dr. Curry. You have the letter there, sir. 

Mr. Weiss, fell me your recollection of what Ms. Schlafly's objec- 
tions were. 
Dr. Curry. It is a matter of record. 

Mr. Weiss. I know. Tell me ;vhat your recollection is as to what 
her opposition was. 

Dr. Curry. According to— as I recall, her primary opposition has 
something to do with the psychological manipulation that she feels 
the program does. She feels, too, that it is inappropriate for the age 
group. 

Mr. Weiss. And she thinks this is brainwashing; isn't that right? 
You think that is not a dumb statement? 
Dr. Curry. But, sir, that is not in one of our reports. 
Mr. Weiss. Did Ms. Schlafly's point of view bear any weight as to 
what action the Department took? 
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Dr. Curry. My objection and reservation about the program is 
that it is inappropriate for that age group. That is all. 

Mr. Weiss. Yes, I know. Answer my question. Did Ms. Schlafly's 
stated opposition bear any weight with the action that the Deparc- 
ment took in rejecting the application? 

Dr. Curry. Not in my book. 

Mr. Weiss. In anybody's book in the Department of Education? 
Dr. Curry. How can I tell? I do not know about that. Let me go 
back now to our priorities and explain how that works, if I may. 
Mr. Weiss. Yes. 

Dr. CoRRY. We always, in the National Diffusion Network, look 
at things in categories and we grade applications in categories be- 
cause it is unfair to compare across cathodes. In other words, 
when we receive the programs, a group of readers are assigned to 
each category. 

A reader m one particular category may grade harder than a 
reader in another particular category. So if the gi-ades are stacked 
up when you get through, one's 85 might be the top grade, but in 
another category the 95 might have been the highest grade. 

In other words, we do not strive for inter-rater reliability. There- 
fore, we do not consider grades in one category as opposed to 
grades in another category. 

Have I made myself clear? If not, I will try to address that again. 

Mr. Weiss. It is all right. I was wondering if you would answer 
the question I asked you, which was, why was the decision made to 
eliminate the category altogether? 

Dr. Curry. We md not eliminate the category, sir. 

Mr. Weiss. Geography, history, and civics was not eliminated? 

Dr. Curry. No, sir. 

Mr. Weiss. Tell me about it. 

Dr. Curry. We do nvot eliminate categories. We chose the catego- 
ries which we needed to fund according to the educational need of 
the *ime. 

Mr. Weiss. Wait a minute. The category within which Facing 
History and Ourselves applied was within the category of history, 
geography, and civics; is that correct? 

Dr. Curry. That is correct. 

Mr. Weiss. OK. Then after they received the score of 89 for their 
application for 1989 they were told that the category had been 
eliminated; isn't that correct? 

Dr. Curry. No. Not that it had been eliminated. We did not 
eUminate categories. 

Sir, that is what I was tr}'ing to explain. 

Mr. Weiss. Then why was the application rejected? 

Dr. Curry. We selected categories for funding. We looked at 
what we already had in the Network. And asked, is this what we 
need? We looked at categories that we needed and that is what we 
funded. 

Do you have problems with what we funded, sir? 
Mr. Weiss. So what 

Dr. Curry. Science, mathematics, reading, written communica- 
tion, health including drug prevention programs. Programs that 
improve teach' ig and quality education, dropout prevention, and 
early childhood. 
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We don't have all the money in the world, Congressman, and we 
have to make decisions. 

Mr. Weiss. And so the decision was made not to fund history, ge- 
ography, and civics; is that correct? 

Dr. Curry. No, sir. The decision was made to fund science, math- 
ematics, reading, writing, health, programs that improve teaching, 
dropout prevention, and early childhood. 

Mr. Weiss. I have a memorandum dated June 1, 1988, to Chester 
Finn, Jr., through Bruno Manno from Shirley Curry, Director, and 
it says at the bottom of the page, ''the following priority areas are 
not recommended for funding." 

Dr. Curry. That is right. 

Mr. Weiss. No. 4 on that list is history, geography, and civics. 

Dr. Curry. That is right. I did not say— we did not eliminate it. 
We chose, sir, what we needed because of educational need and 
that is what we funded. 

Mr, Weiss, So you allowed people to make the application first? 

Dr. Curry. That is right. 

Mr. Weiss. And you kept the programs open throughout the year 
and then at the end of the year you decided that this particular 
proposal fit into a category which you decided not to fund; is that 
correct? 

Dr. Curry. That is the way we always do. sir. 

Mr. Weiss. So it had nothing to do with the program itseil? 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely. 

Mr. Weiss. It had only to do with the category \'0u decided not to 
fund? 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely. You are absolutely corr ect. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you for clarifying that for us. 

Dr. Curry. That is the way we always work it, sir. We always 
ask for programs, cast a broad net, let everything come in and then 
decide. 

Mr. Weics. I don't want you to mistake my perhaps inadequate 
sense of irony to mislead you into believing that I really think that 
is what happened. 

Why was the Program Significance Panel created in the first 
place? 

Dr. Curry. There was some concern about what people were 
judging when they judged these programs. 

Mr. Weiss. Now, did the Assistant Secretary tel! you prior to the 
recommendation not to fund by category, that he could not deny 
funding for Facing History which was rated highly? 

Dr. Curry. No. 

Mr. Weiss. Were you aware that Dr. Finn discussed the problem 
of funding Facing History v/ith William Kristol of the Secretary's 
staff? 

You say Dr. Finn never told you about his meeting with Mr. 
Kristol; is that right? 
Dr. Curry. No; he did not. 

Mr. Weiss. Did you ever have any discussions with Mr. Kristol 
about Facing History? 
Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. When did that take place and what was the conversa- 
tion? 
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Dr. Curry. As I recall, it was along about the first of June. 
Mr. Weiss. Right. 

Dr. Curry. We discussed that this was a controversial situation 
and he asked how we usually made decisions? 

I said we selec ategories. Then we look at the individual pro- 
grams within them. 

He said to recommend the categories like we usually had done 
and follow the reviewers' recommendations to the letter within 
those priority areas, and that is what we did. 

Mr. Weiss. But you made the determination that you were not 
going to fund in that category? 

Dr. Curry. We selected the categories and the areas of the most 
educational need, according to what we already had in the Net- 
work, and made a professional judgment that those were the cate- 
gories we needed to fund. 

Mr. Weiss. And you said that you don't have all the money in 
the world, so you had to mcke choices, right? 

Dr. Curry. That L« correct. 

Mr. Weiss. On August 10, 1988, did you receive a memorandum 
from your staff informing you that additional funds were available 
to the National Diffusion Network and the first priority should go 
to phasing Network? 

Dx. Curry. You are absolutely right. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Weiss. After receiving the memorandum, did you agree to 
fund Facing History? 

Di-. Curry. No; I did not. I chose to go ahead with the priority 
areas that we had because we had been instructed to go exactly by 
the scores and the priority areas that we had already chosen. 

So we looked down the slate in the areas that we had already 
selected for funding and chose the projects. 

Mr. Weiss. Now, so ycu denied funding for Facing History 2 con- 
secutive years. Then in the third year when the program was rated 
higher than a large percentage of the programs that you did fund, 
your own staff implored you to fund it and you still denied funds 
lOr the program. 

It seems to me that you have gone out of your way to see the 
Holocaust program was not funded. Why? 
Dr. Curry. Sir, I have told you my reservation about the pro- 
am, but that has nothing to do with the activity we had in 1988. 
e selected programs, we selected priority areas that needed to be 
funded because of the educational need. 
Mr. Weiss. Weie you once a member of the Eagle Forum? 
Dr. Curry. Yes; I was. 
Mr. Weiss. Do you know Ms. Schlafly? 
Dr. Curry. Yes; I know Ms. Schlafly. 

Mr. Weiss. And did you discuss Facing History with her on a 
number of occasions? 

Dr. Curry. Not on a number of occasions, but I have discussed it 
with her. 

Mr. Weiss. Now, she told you she was opposed to funding Facing 
History; is that correct? 
Dr. Curry. That is a matter of record. 

Mr. Weiss. Did she ever tell you that she was opposed to any 
other programs that apply to the National Diffusion Network? 
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Dr. Curry. No. 

Mr. Weiss. How frequently did you discuss matters within your 
purview at the Department of Education with Ms. Schlafly? 

Dr Curry. I don't know how you can answer a question like 
that, sir. That is like asking how often do you eat raisins. I don't 
know how you answer a question like that. 

Mr. Weiss. We have a note to put into the record, sent to the 
OfTice of General Counsel by Dr. Price. She is the lady who wrote 
about how she didn't think the program was objective because it 
didn't have the Nazi and Ku Klux Klan point of view incorporated. 

The note recommends that the Department inform Dr. Price, 
"that it would be a mistake and loss to the academic community 
and this Department if you were ever prevented from working with 
us." 

She wanted you to send that note to her. In fact 

Dr. Curry. What t*re you saying? 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Price sent a note to the Office of General Counsel, 
which was entitled ^ Suggested Statements for the Department of 
Education." The note recommends that the Department inform Dr. 
Price 

Dr. Curry. I thought you said that I would inform her. I am 
sorry. 

Mr. Weiss. No. That, "It would be a mistake sud loss to the aca- 
demic community and to this Department if you were ever prevent- 
ed from working with us." 

In fact, the Department did inform Dr. Price that she was not 
barred from working with the Federal Government. Would you 
allow Dr. Price to review Education Department programs in the 
future? 

Dr. Curry. Probably not, no. 

Mr. Weiss. Mr. Lightfoot. 

Mr. LiGHTPOOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Curry, since I found out about this hearing on Friday after I 
had gone back to the district and I didn't get back to Washington 
until nearly midnight last night, I am not all that well prepared, so 
please pardon my questions if they may seem a little bit inane at 
times. 

Dr. Curry, in your opening statement, you mentioned that your 
staff waF working to encourage the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Coun- 
cil to be a pail of the National Diffusion Network. Would you ex- 
plain in a little greater detail to us your efforts in this area? 

Dr. Curry. Sir, I would be very happy to do that because I want 
to dispel this notion that we are somehow anti^mitic or that we 
have acted in any such way. 

We would like to have the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council as a 
National Diffusion Network project a dissemination process project. 

That would mean that the Council would be a dissemination 
process project in that they would be the judge of the Holocaust 
programs that are part of the National Diffusion Network. 

We would fund them considerably more than we fund a regular 
DD to issue programs on the Holocaust. They would receive about 
three times as much money. They would be the judge of what is 
taught about the Holocaust. We are very pleased for we hope we 
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will be able to work out an arrangement so that they can get their 
application together and become part of the Network. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. I believe you mentioned a letter or something, 
didn t you, in your opening statement from the U.S. Holocaust Me- 
morial Council? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. LiGMTFOOT. Could we make that a part of the record? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Without objection. 

[The information follows:] 
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United States Holocaust Memorial Council 



March 17, 1988 



Ms. Shirley B. Curry 
Secretary's Recognition Program 
National Diffusion Network 
U. S. Department of Education 
555 New Jersey Ave., N.m. 
Washington, D.C. 20208 



Dear Shirley, 



Firstly, I want to thank you and the conscientious staff 



at NDN for giving us an opportunity to consider the possibility of 
submitting a proposal to your program. I consider it a personal 
honor and privilege to have met you. 



After a great deal of deliberation we concluded that 



we would not be able to put together a credible presentation in 
such a short period of time. It obviously would have been 
better for us do so now rather than later, but the situation is 
such that we would not have looked good in the process. 

I hope you understand and appreciate our situation. 
I would like to return to NDN and submit a credible proposal 
sometime in the near future. I also hope that the spirit in which 
we met, when Irene introduced us, will continue in the months 
and years to come. 

I am looking forward to working with you again. 
I consider you a valuable member of the Secretary's team. 



2000 L Street NW. Suite 586. Washington. D C 20036-4907 
(202) 653-9220 



With highest regards. 




Director of Education 



cc. Mr. Lyle Ryter 
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Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Dr. Curry, you went through a rather lengthy ex- 
planation 1 think of how you arrived at some of your decisions. My 
colleague, Mr. Lukens from Ohio, had some questions he wanted to 
ask because he has a personal interest in this particular issue but 
had another hearing to attend. 

I would like to go back over a couple of things just for my own 
edification in this process. The scoring system that was used by the 
review group, I believe you us H the term "readers," the people 
that read the information and i. n evaluate it and give it a score 

Could you very briefly explain again how this group is selected? 

Are they a part of the Department; and as far as their scores are 
concerned how do they determine the 57 or 78 or whatever the 
score might be? 

Or. CunRY. No, they are not part of the Department, sir. They 
are peer reviewers. They are people chosen from the field. 

We niake an effort to have a broad representation from profes- 
sionals in the field to read these proposals. Their resumes are given 
to me and other people on the staff. 

We send these resumes to the Assistant Secretary who approves 
them and then he approves our selection for panels. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Then the opinions that these people express are 
their own? 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Is that the basic purpose of peer review, to get a 
different opinion? 

Dr. Curry. I say over and ove^ nd over again, field comments 
do not represent the official viev ,{ the Department. 

Mr. Weiss. The comment, then, that is at question today, was 
that a field reader's comment? 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Is the scoring system that is used from 0 to 100? 
Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. \ ftai criteria do the readers follow in putting 
the score together to determine if it is a 20 or 90 or whatever it 
might be? What is the criteria? 

Dr. Curry. They have an instrument that asks various questions 
such as the plan of operation, the dissemination techniques. 

It asks for the qualificatious of the personnel and so forth. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. The criteria that they ask those questions from, 
is it something the Department puts together for them or is it 
something that they have devised as a peer revie t? 

Dr. Curry. That is an instrument the E)epartmcnt publishes. 

Dr. Manno. Might I add a comment, sir? 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Certainly. 

Dr. Manno. As part of all of our competitions, the programs are 
required to submit what we call a technical review plan or a tech- 
nical evaluation plan that goes to the Department's Office of 
Grants and Contracts. That technical review plan precisely states 
how many review , will be involved, what types of reviewers will 
be used, what the . ^crument will be like, how many points will be 
allotted for each part of the instrument. So, then the instrument 
that the indi .iduais use is really a kind of departmentally reviewed 
instrument and oftentimes there are some very, very basic and 
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standard categories used that are used over and over and over and 
over again. 

These are not things made up from competition to competition. 
There is a standard process and a standard form and a standard 
procedure that we go through in all of our competitions. 

I might add in this particular competition we went through all of 
those. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Now, you mentioned I believa there were 48 
items that were in the competition? 

Dr. Curry. Forty-^ight proposals we received. 

Mr. LiGHTPOOT. Did the same peer review pane' review all 48 of 
those? 

Dr. Curry. Oh, no. They are assigned to categories and the re- 
viewers are assigned to categories. Some will read the writing cate- 
gory, some will read the mathematics category. 

Mr. LiGHTPOOT. In other words, you have mathematicians looking 
at math proposals not geography proposals? 

Dr. Curry. Try to. Try to. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. As a member of the Peer Review Board, would 
an individual feel that they were somewhat hamstrung in express- 
ing their opinion if they felt like they were going to be criticized by 
the Department of Education if, in fact, their opinion didn't neces- 
sarily agree with theirs and, therefore, would not give an honest 
appraL^al at the peer review level? 

Dr. Curry. You are probably correct, sir. They are given every 
leeway to express their own opinion. We do not try to tell them 
what to say. 

Mr LiGHTPOOT. Would it be a fair statement then thp' you at 
that ume in the Department of Education would be reluctant to 
criticize what a peer review person said for fear of damaging that 
process? 

Dr. Curry. I guess that would be a fair assessment, absolutelv. 

Dr. Manno. I might also add in reference to the comment that 
has been made, as I said before, the Department is on record as re- 
jecmg that comment. I have in front of me, for example, an article 
that appeared in the New York Daily News on September 23, 1987, 
where the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy and Planning in 
OERI, Ronald Preston, is quoted as saying, and I quote, he called 
her commentary "an appalling review. 

So in this particular instance, the Department immediately dis- 
associated itself with the comment that was made and is on pub- 
lished record as so stating. 

Mr. LiGHTPOOT. We have established then that you have a gener- 
al reluctance to criticize what a peer review group has to say. In 
this particular instance, you did distance yourself from it. 

I guess a logical question is why. 

Dr. Manno. Because we found it to be an appalling comment and 
an appalling review. And we thought we should make that publicly 
known as quickly as possible. 

Mr. LiGHTPOOT. Have you done this in other instances in the 
past, distanced yourself from a peer review comment? 

Dr. Manno. Probably not as publicly as this as far as I know. 
But let me talk about perhaps two levels here. 
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There is the formal public level and there is the informal level. 
It is not at all unusual for a staff person to go to other individual 
who might have used a reviewer to discuss with that individual 
how that reviewer worked in a particular context so that there are 
informal comments that are shop talk €Lmong staff. 

I think the important point here is that in this particular in- 
stance there was a statement made that we rejected the review. 

In this particular instance the other thing that occurred which 
doesn't generally happen is that the comment of the individual was 
such an important one that it gathered all sorts of publicity. Be- 
cause of that, the Department wanted to make sure this was in no 
manner, shape jr form associated with the Department in an offi- 
cial way. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. So you felt very strongly this was an inappropri- 
ate comment. 

Dr. Manno. Aosolutely, sir, and the Department so stated. 
Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Is Facing History and Ourselves still a part of 
the National Diffusion Network process? 
Dr. Curry. Yes, it is. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. The next questions are for getting a better un- 
derstanding of exactly how this whole process works. 

Let's say that I have got a paper I wrote on who knows what— 
fairness in Congress— and I would submit it to th? Department of 
Education. What would be the process briefly that it would go 
through in order to become funded and become a part of the Na- 
tional Diffusion Network program? 

Also, do you accept everything that is submitted to you? 

Dr. Manno. There are a couple of things here that would set the 
parameters. 

In answer to your question, fn^i; of all there is a formal an- 
nouncement that is published in the Federal Register inviting ap- 
plicants to apply. In this particular case, as with all our competi- 
tions, an announcement was made. The announcement specifies 
the general guidelines for the competition and the number of 
awards we expect to make, what the range of those awards is, the 
closing date, et cetera. 

An applicant then submits an application and that application 
goes to what we call the application control center. An initial de- 
termination is then made as to whether the application contains 
what it should contain, does it have the proper format, the cover 
sheets, et cetera. If in fact it has everything it should contain, it is 
sent over to the program for review. 

It is at thav point that 'ho peer review process kicks into place. A 
panel then reviews the proposal. Those comments are analyzed by 
program ocaff. The immediate supervisor of the program staff then 
makep a recommendation to the program director. 

''^lat recommendation makes its way up the hierarchy, so to 
speak, to the Assistant Secretary, who, acting on behalf of the Sec- 
retary, approves or disapproves the slate which is sent forward. 

I might add that it is extremely rare, and frankly I can't think of 
an instance, at least in the time I have been responsible for looking 
at this paperwork, when the Assistant Secretary has overturned 
the decision of a program when it came to a recommendation. 
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Those are the general parameters of a competition. There are 
various nuances along the way, but that is in general. 

Dr. Curry. I think one thing Congressman Lightfoot was getting 
at is how does one get into the Network initially? 

Mr. Lightfoot. Right. 

Dr. Curry. In other words, one does not just send in an applica- 
tion for funding. One must first be in the Network. In order to be 
in the Network, a program makes a program effectiveness applica- 
tion, in which case it states its educational claim, what it claims it 
can do. Then it must show statistically or with some other educa- 
tionally persuasive evidence that it can indeed do what it claims it 
can do. 

Once it convinces a panel of statistical experts that it can indeed 
do what it claims to ^^o, it has PEP approval. Then it is part of the 
Network and is eligible to be disseminated throughout our 52 State 
facilitators across the Nation. So this program has been in the Net- 
work. 

Mr. x4iGHTPOOT. So then there is actually any one of a number of 
places that a program could be kicked out or rejected; first of all, 
through the effectiveness— if it doesn't meet that criteria, it is 
gone. 

Dr. Curry. If it doesn't meet that, it is never in the Network. 
True. 

Mr. Lightfoot. Then once it becomes a part of the Network, 
then the peer review process would be the next level where it can 
be kicked out? 

Dr. Curry. It is not kicked out, no. In the peer review it just may 
not get funds, but it is still part of the Network, 

We have about 400 programs in the Network, Congressman, but 
we only fund about 80 of them. 

Mr. Lightfoot. The 400 that are ir the Network, will they con- 
tinue in their attempts to be funded until such time they are 
funded, or will the program run its course and tn dropped because 
it isn t effective anymore? 

Dr. Curry. Many of them ha ;e their own funding, and they do 
not require Federal funds. Various ones of them do come back and 
compete in other competitions. But they will stay in the Network 
as long as they have program effecn.^ness approval regardless of 
whether they ever get any money from the Federal Government or 
not. 

Mr. Lightfoot. If I were in a school system wciking v:lih the 
National Diffusion Network program, and saw this parti/ ilar pro- 
gram, and thought it was something I could use eve^i though it 
hadn't received Federal funding, and I was in a jsit'on in my in- 
stitution to fund it, could I take the program and use it? 

Dr. Curry. Surely. You surely could. You would probably call 
either the program itself or you would be in touch with your State 
facilitator— we have an office. State facilitator office, in each of the 
50 States— and inquire about the program, inquire about when 
they would he having awareness sessions, and you could use it 
trulv. 

Mr. Lightfoot. Then the aspect of the funding we are talking 
about— $70,000, is that correct, or whatever I saw? 
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Dr. Curry. That is about what they were requesting. Our aver- 
age funding is about $55,000. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Basically what would that funding be used for— 
/^st disseminating the information, producing it or what? 

l>i . 'lURRY. Primarily it is used for disseminating the informa- 
tion, for IraiP'r.^ workshops and so on, material, things of that 
sort. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. It could be used for films or videotapes or books 
or whatever? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. It is used by the developer/demonstrators them- 
selves. It is not used by the schools as such. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Do you know if anyone has picked a program up 
and used it without it being funded? 

Dr. Curry. Surely. All these that we have here are without Fed- 
eral funds. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Is the Facing History program being used now? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. He testified to this at the beginning, as to how 
many schools it was in already without the aid of Federal funds. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Basically we are talking about Federal funding, 
which possibly would cause a program — if they did receive Federal 
funding, to be used more widely, is that correct? I guess maybe 
that is a logical question. If we impend the money on any program, 
does that guarantee it is going to be used? 

Dr. Curry. We don't have that guarantee. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Are they usually used? 

Dr. Curry. We will have to say that funded projects are usually 
used more than nonfunded projects, but I don't think that is true of 
this case. I think in this case this program is used about as much 
as many of our funded projects. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Going back to your response to several of the 
chairman's questions, there was something that kept catching my 
ear in the answers, and basically I am asking you now in order to 
make sure I understood correctly what I think I heard you say. 

The basic reason this particular project scored as low as it did, if 
I am hearing correctly, was based on the fact, not thai it is not a 
gooa program, or not that it is a story that shouldn't be told, but 
on the fact it is inappropriate for junior high students. 

Did I hear that correctly or not? 

Dr. Curry. That is my reservation on the program. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Is that the key reason it scored that low? 

Dr. Curry. I can't say that because I don't recall the various rea- 
sons. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, could I ask your intent to allow 
Mr. Frank and our other colleague to ask questions, in the interest 
of time? 

Mr. Weiss. As a matter of fact, I am going to call on Mr. Frank 
and Mr. Yates and then come back for a second round if other 
people want to ask questions. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. I certainly have no objections to my colleagues 
asking questions. I think any of our colleagues who are interested 
in this issue should be allowed the opportunity to do that. I am 
anxious to hear what my two friends have to say. 

I would remind the Chairman, in your opening statement you 
made a very big argument that this was a nonpartisan situation. I 
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recall a Social Security hearing not long ago where a freshman 
Representative, Mr. Kyi from Arizona, was not allowed to ask ques- 
tions because he was not a member of the subcommittee. I merely 
would make that statement for the record. 

Dr. Curry, I apologize for not having the degree of background 
that we should have, because it came about so quickly, but the 
uproar over the statement, which I agree with you is a ridiculous 
statement, I doubt very seriously if there is anyone in this room 
who would not go to the wall to defend particularly the Jewish 
people and what happened in the Holocaust and so on. I think this 
s something we all feel; there are not words to describe how terri- 
ble that situation was. We certainly would never want to see any- 
thing like that happen again. Our young people should learn about 
it. 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Because they are the ones who will be the future 
of this world. Those of you who are experts in your particular area 
in education are the ones who, in cooperation with parents and 
school boards, should make those decisions of what our young 
people should see at a particular time. 

I agree with your statement that we should learn about the Nazi 
point of view but c ^rtainly not portray it in a positive light. I think 
it should be shown for being as ugly as it is. 

At the same time, as we review this particular issue, I still ^et 
the feeling that the core issue here is a very inappropriate state- 
ment that was made. There has been a great deal of reaction to it 
which I think is very appropriate, the reaction to it, because the 
statement shouldn't have been made in the first place. 

But I think the issue here is determining whether you in fact 
condone that, and my feeling is at this point you didn't. 

My final question to you would be what you would do in the 
future if a peer review group on another issue of whatever magni- 
tude would make a comment as ludicrous as the one that is at 
issue here? How would you respond to a peer review panel in the 
future that would make a statement as ludicrous es the one we are 
discussing this morning? 

I realize you are out of a job now, but perhaps you could offer 
your experience to whoever may succeed you. 

Dr. CuHRY. No. 1, this became such a problem because this com- 
ment became public. It is not the Depaiiment's job to critique gen- 
erally what our commenters say. 

However, if anyone would ever make such a statement a? this, I 
would tell them I strongly support Holocaust education and that 
statement is offensive to me. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Thank you. Dr. Curry. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you, Mr. Lightfoot. 

Mr. Frank. 

Mr. Frank. Thank you. 

Dr. Curry, I just want to get clear, you say you were reassigned 
on Friday? 
Dr. Curry. That is correct. 

Mr. Frank. What are your duties in your new job? 
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Dr. Curry. I am the Special Assistant to the Under Secretary- 
let me get the exact title. 

Mr. Frank. I am sorry, I didn't think that would be a hard ques- 
tion. 

Dr. Curry. I am the Special Assistant to the Deputy Under Sec- 
retary for Management. 
Mr. Frank. What are your duties? 

Dr. Curry. I prepared for this hearing for the last 2 days and 
when I go back we will see v/hat my duties are. I can tell you what 
I want to do. 

Mr. Frank. This is not a wish list; this is an oversight hearing 
about the Federal Government. 
What is your salary? 
Dr. Curry. My salary? 
Mr. Frank. Yes, ma am. 
Dr. Curry. $57,000, 1 believe. 

Mr. F^ANK. It sounds like you don't have any duties as of now. I 
was skeptical at your description of yourself as Sister Rabbit being 
thrown into the briar patch. With this hearing coming up, the ad- 
ministration decided to take a politically safe move and move you 
out of there, especially since Dr. Manno said you were talking 
about leaving in November or December. 

Are you still thinking about leaving in November or December? 

Dr. Curry. Absolutely. 

Mr. Frank. I am very critical of a Department which would take 
someone from a position, put you in a new position for a month or 
two, your duties still haven't been defined, and we are paying 
someone $57,000 not to do very much. 

I don't suggest it is your fault. I don't suggest in this case you 
are looking not to do things. It sounds to me, however, if they move 
you to the management department with a month or two to go in 
your tenure— this is the end of October— what they are doing is to 
avoid political embarrassment, giving you a paid vacation for a 
month or two at a $57,000 salary. 

It is ironic that you are going to the management department. I 
can't think of a worse management decision than to take a senior 
Presidential appointee^ transfer her to a new job, which you had to 
look up when I asked you what it was, and not define your duties, 
and you are going to leave in a month or two so by the time you 
learn your duties you are going to be out. 

I can understand when people feel politically in the advent of an 
election they have to cover parts of themselves, but this seems to 
me to be a little expensive way to do it. 

On the peer review process, I have this problem because you 
keep saying these opinions don't mean anything, except the opin- 
ions are the basis for the scores. Both cases of these very ^-^nsive 
and inaccurate and professionally incompetent opinions 

Dr. Curry. Amen. 

Mr. Frank. You counted the scores, correct? 
Dr. Curry. The scores were i^ecorded, yes. 

Mr. Frank. So, yes, arren, they were incompetent and off the 
wall and inaccurate, and yet your Department awarded them full 
weight. Did you discount them for being crazy? 

Dr. Curry. That was the highest score in the category. 

i ^' 
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Mr. Frank. But the fact is the high score doesn't detract from 
the fact that you, in your process, gave full weight to the one who 
said the Nazi point of view wasn't included and for the one who 
said this was anti-Christian. 

So the fact is, you selected these people to be the peer reviewers. 
They submitted these opinions and, having read them, you fully 
counted the scores. An appropriate response would have been to 
say, "Whoops, out you go. 

While you disagree with the specific language, which disagree- 
ment I gather was not voiced until after it became public, there 
was no instant response. This was not an instant response, "I will 
tell them." After it became public, then you had to disas<^ociate 
yourself from it. But the fact is, until this testimony became public 
you gave full weight to these scores in the process. 

Isn't that correct? 

Dr. CuRKY. They were recorded. 

Mr. Frank. Theyweren't just recorded. They were treated like 
any other scores. They were arranged in whatever weight scores 
get, these two crazy opinions were given full weight. 

You read them. You read these offensive remarks and you said, 
oh, OK, that is 61 and that is 57. 1 know the one here they have a 
57. By far the lowest percentage they got was on content, the one 
who said it was anti-Christian. 

So I don't think you are entitled to say you repudiated these 
thin^. After the fact, when it became controversial, you said you 
didn t agree with those opinions; but all during the process these 
two whacko, offensive opinions were given full weight by your De- 
partment in the evaluation process. 

Isn't that correct? The scores were given the same weight as any 
others? 

Dr. Curry. The scores were recorded. 

Mr. Frank. What does that mean, "recorded"? Were they then 
disregarded or were they given the same weight in the process as 
every other evaluator? 

Dr. Curry. The scores were recorded, sir. 

Mr. Frank. Dr. Curry, was your doctorate in repetition? I am 
asking you a question as an intelligent Presidential appointee. 
Were those scores given the same weight in the process as were 
other scores, whatever weight that is? 

Dr. Curry. The readers were, thei- material was used, 

Mr. FR/.NK The same as anybody else? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Frank. I think that is very important. I don't think you are 
entitled to say you repudiated them. Your Department got these in 
1986, 1987, and you read them and gave them full weight. Shame 
on the Department. 

No further questions. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you, Mr, Frank, 

Mr. Yates, 

Mr, Yates. Mr. Chairman, I am not a member of this committee. 
Mr, Frank is. 

Mr. Weiss. We always welcome participation, and the incident 
that Mr. Lightfoot referred to, his recollection was in error. In fact, 
that gentleman was present. He left before it was his turn to be 



ERIC 



45 



called upon for questions. There was no denial. We always reach 
out with great courtesy to any visitors, either members of the com- 
mittee or nonmembers of the committee. 
We are delighted to have it. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to Mr. Yates 
or Mr. Frank asking questions. As Mr. Frank just told me, I was an 
ungrateful bastard behind your back, but quite frankly 

Mr. Yates. I wouldn't say that about you. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. I have no objection to members coming in and 
asking questions. I think that is something we should always do. 
Quite frankly, I think it is just courtesy, and I am interested in 
what Mr. Yates has to ask on this particular issue. 

The situation I made reference to was a hearing we held some 
time back, and Mr. Kyi did not ask any questions. He expressed to 
me he was very upset that he was not allowed to ask questions, 
and that is the only reason I brought it up at this point in time. 

Mr. Wpjss. Again the use of "not allowed' —he left before we 
could call on him for questions. Sometimes, as you know, the ques- 
tioners go on, I go on, you go on, other people do, and not every- 
body gets reached at the time that is within their schedule to be 
reached. 

Mr. LiGHTFOOT. All I can say, Mr. Chairman, is that I can cer- 
tainly identify with minorities and I know what it is like to be in a 
minority. 

Mr. Weiss. Me, too. 

Mr. Yates. 

Mr. Yates. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, and with Mr. 
Lightfoot's permission, I will ask a few questions, because I am in- 
terested in the subject. I am interested in this hearing. 

I did make a speech on the floor when I read the Washington 
Post article on October 4 and was horrified by the contents of that 
article. It didn't seem possible that the Department of Education 
could go through that kind of procedure. That attitude of mine was 
underscored by the questioning that Mr. Frank undertook here to 
show just how the Department acted. 

As I read through the Post article, I read that Dr. Curry was a 
member of the Eagle Forum. As a matter of fact, the article said 
that she was a director of the Eagle Forum. 

Is that statement correct? 

Dr. Curry. Correct. 

Mr. Yates. What does that mean? In the capacity as director, 
were you the operating executive director or a member of the 
board of directors? 

Dr. Curry. The latter. 

Mr. Yates. What was the purpose of the Eagle Forum? 
Dr. Curry. It is just an organization to take a look at profamily 
issues. 

Mr. Yates. Profamily issues. Was that program organized by Ms. 
Schlafly? 
Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Yate^i. Did it reflect her point of view? 
Dr. Curry . Yes, I would think so. 
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Mr. Yates. And I read also from here that it says, "Curry, a 
foi mer director of the Eagle Forum, said once her team had been 
elected, she had come to Washington to play for that team." 

Is that a correct statement? 

Dr. Curry, Not adequate. That is not an exact statement. But I 
am a political appointee. 

Mr. Yates. Were you appointed by the President directly? 

Dr. Curry. My appointment had to be cleared by the White 
House. 

Mr. Yates. Were you recommended by Ms. Schlafly? Is that the 
reason the White House decided to appoint you? 
Dr. Curry. I don't know. 

Mr. Yates. Well, in your testimony you said that you prepared 
the list of panelists who reviewed the programs, who reviewed the 
applications. 

Dr. Curry. I said I approved tnem. My staff prepares them usu- 
ally. 

Mr. Yates. Your staff prepares them. 

Dr. Curry. I have to give my OK on them, and then Dr. Finn 
gives his OK on them and then they are used. 

Mr. Yates. Well then I still don't understand with respect to the 
procedures that are used in the Department of Education when an 
application is filed emd proceeds th; 'tgh the Department on its 
way to approval or disapproval. 

As it happens, I am chairman of the Appropriations Subcommit- 
tee whiwh reviews the appropriations for the National Endowment 
for the Arts and for the National Endowment for the Humanities. 
Presumably, the endowments go through the same k^' of proce- 
dures in approving grants from among the applications that are 
filed for Federal funding. In both of those, I think that peer review 
and pe^er panel decisions are the guts of their programs. 

By listening to peer panels, we keep politics out of the programs. 
The applications are judged by the peers of those who are applying. 

Would you make the same kind of statement with respect to the 
Department of Education? 

Dr. Manno. Yes, sir. . 3 a matter of fact, if we look at the 
number of competitions that have been conducted, for example, in 
DERI, since October 1987, there were over 20 separate competitions 
held, over 740 proposals were received, over 300 awards were made, 
and only once through that whole process was there any deviation 
from the so-called rank order of the peer reviewers. That occurred 
only so that the slate would have bette: geographical distribution. 

So the point here is that in most instances the comments of the 
peer reviewers are so important 

Mr. Yates. The important thing to me here is whet is the quality 
or the character of the peer panelists. In this case, inasmuch as Dr. 
Curry selected or approved the peer panelists, does that mean that 
the peer panelists then were those who had political philosophies 
or socif»l philosophies the same as Dr. Curry's, if she is the one who 
is responsible for their selection? 

Dr. Manno. The selection of panel members is to be made on the 
basis of professional qualifications. 
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Mr. Yates. OK. You can have professional qualifications like 
those of Dr. Christina Price then, can you not? She wa« one of 
those who was selected to review the application of Facing History. 

Dr. Curry. Sir, I did not kriOw Dr. Price. She has an astounding 
r^um6. 

Mr. Yates. That's right. You looked at her r6sum6 and Dr. Price 
was one of the panelists whom you approved for use for consider- 
ation of the projects. Isn't that right? 

Dr. Curry. That is true. 

Mr. Yates. But the fact still remains that the selection of the 
panelists will in great measure determine whose applications are 
approved. 

As an example. Facing History, the character of the panelists de- 
cided this should not be approved. Isn't that right? The project 
wasn't approved. We know that, don't we? Who disapproved it? 

Dr. Curry. Sir, are you 

Mr. Yates. Was it disapproved by the panelists in the first in- 
stance? 

Dr. Curry. The panelist rated it low. 

Mr. Yates. Is 89 a low rating? 

Dr. Curry. You said the first instance? 

Mr. Yates. In any instance, who decided? The panelists rated it 
low and therefore you threw it out because of the panelists, is that 
correct? 

Dr. Curry. Which competition are we discussing? 
Mr. Yates. How many competitions were there? 
Dr. Curry. We have had five competitions. 
Mr. Yates. This was rejected in all five competitions, is that cor- 
rect? 

t>r. Curry. Yes, sir. 

M*^ Yates. Were the grades accorded to Facing History the s-^me 
for each of the com^titions? 

Dr. Curry. No. The grades were not the same. 

Mr. Yates. Can you tell us what the grades were for each of the 
competitions? 

Dr. Curry. In 1982 the grade was 57. In 1986 the grade was 69. 
In October li)86 the g-ade was 48. In July, for the Program Signifi- 
cance Panel 

Mr. Yates. What year is this we are in? 

Dr. Curry. 1987. The grade was 47. The dissemination review 
panel, the grade was 82. In April the grade was 89. 

Mr. Yates. And were the low grades that were recorded for this 
project made by panels consisting of the people that Congressman 
Prank described? Were they members of that panel, of those 
panels? 

Dr. Curry No. I don't know. What do you mean? 
Mr. Yates. Congressman Frank asked you about certain panel- 
ists, did he not? 
Dr. Curry. TTiat is true. 

Mr. Weiss. All right. Their scores were considered— their scoring 
was considered in deciding whether that would be approved, as I 
understand what you told him. 

Dr. Curry. The readers were chosen and they raade their choice. 

Mr. Yates. Is there a difference between readers and panelists? 
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Dr. Curry. Not in my case. 

Mr. Yates. Is a reader the same as the panelist? 

Dr. Curry. That is true. That is right, Congressman. We might 
note, Congressman, that the last competition only evaluated dis- 
semination techniques. It did not evaluate the program. 

Mr. Yates. Let me ask you about this comment that appears in 
the Post respecting Ms. Schlafly. It says this: ''In the spring of 
1987, a new panel convened to consider the project. During its de- 
liberations, Ms. Schlafly wrote to the Department's chief of staff 
William Kristol, summarizing the forum s opposition to the pro- 
gram. Schlafly charged Facing History was psychological manipula- 
tion, introduced behavioral change and privacy invading treat- 
ment, and urged that the Department reject its proposals." 

How did Ms. Schlafly know about the proposal? 

Dr. Curry. It was in the paper. She was responding to an article. 
Read the first of her letter. It says responding to an article in some 
paper. 

Mr. Yates. Was her letter responsible in any way for the rejec- 
tion of the project? 
Dr. Curry. No. 

Mr. Yates. She wasn't a panelist. 

Did Mr. Kristol do anything as a result of having read that 
letter? Did he talk to anybody in your Department? 
Dr. Curry. Not to my knowledge. 
Mr. Yates. He didn't talk to you? 
Dr. Curry. No. 

Mr. Yates. Kd he talk to you. Dr. Manno? 

Dr. Manno. Mr. Kristol. 

Mr. Yates. Yes. 

Dr. Manno. Certainly not, no. 

Mr. Yates. CK. Did you have enough money to fund all the 
projects that were approved? Perhaps I ought to precede that ques- 
tion by asking this one. In the humanities, Mr. Bennett told our 
committee, when he was chairman of the National Endowment for 
the Humanities, that above a certain score projects were approved, 
but the money that was available was only adequate to take care of 
the reallv excellent ones. Is that true in your system as well, when 
you reach a certain score, do you approve projects over that score? 

Dr. Manno. In general, that is true, but not in all instances. The 
question of the funding of projects is related to a variety of issues, 
one of which is score, the other ones being, for example, geographi- 
cal distribution. Oftentimes as a slate comes forward, the person 
who is in the process of preparing the slate might see that all the 
recommendations or at least all of the high-scoring proposals are 
from, let's use this as an <^xample, the east coast. In order to main- 
tain some kind of balance in the number of awards which are 
made, a decision might be made to skip over a p.aposal or two, as I 
illustrated a couple minutes ago in one of the slates that we had. 

Mr, Yates. When the project received a score of 89, were projects 
that did not receive that score, that were below that score ap- 
proved? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Dr. Manno. We have to remember here that in this instance, all 
of the rankings were within certain categories, as opposed to a 
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strict ranking from 1 to 40. So that within each of these categories, 
proposals were ranked by score and awards were made on the basis 
of scores within categories. And it is my understanding that there 
was strict adherence to ranking of proposals within categories. 

Dr. Curry. It is as though we have 18 different competitions. 

Mr. Yates. Where would the project rank in that overall scoring? 
Were any projects that were below this project in overall scoring 
appioved? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. We told you it ranked about 25th. 

Mr. Yates. That doesn't answer my question, I think. My ques- 
tion is, were there projects or applications that were approved that 
were scored in all the categories of scoring that the witness testi- 
fied to that received lower scores than this project? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. That is what I said. In the ranked 

Mr. Yates. But I don't understand Dr. Manno's answer to my 
previous question then. My previous question, I said this had a 
score of 89. Were any projects that received lower scores approved, 
and you said yes. But then you told me there were other categories 
that were taken into consideration. 

Then mv next question was, taking all those criteria into consid- 
eration, all the manners of judging these projects into consider- 
ation, were there any projects approved that had a lower score 
than this one, and she said yes to that. Is that correct? Were there 
such projects that were approved? 

Dr. Manno. If one looks at the 

Mr. Yates. I don't understand why you can't answei that qi es- 
tion directly. You have a series of criteria. In one of the criteria 
you said this proiect got an 89. 

Dr. Manno. Nothing was funded in the history, geography, and 
civics category. 

Mr. Yates. Why were they not? 

Dr. Manno. Mrs. Curry spoke to that issue before. 

Mr. Yates. You mean, this is the category that was taken out of 
the playing field then, is that the reason for it? 

Dr. Curry. We did— we funded programs in science, mathemat- 
ics, reading, writing, health, programs that improved teaching and 
t^e quality of education, dropout prevention and a 

Mr. Yates. Why did the person who applied file her application 
if she wasn't going to be allowed any consideration for her project? 

Dr. Curry. Congressman, that is the way the process works. We 
cast a broad net. We ask for applications in all of the 18 priority 
areas. 

Mr. Yates. Yes, but did you at that time say that applications in 
the field of history would not be funded in any respect? Why would 
a person go through the enormous travail and pain and expense of 
preparing a project grant application in compliance vith your 
guidelines that you have advertised for, if it was futile in the first 
place? 

Dr. Manno. In fact, people do this and have done it all the time. 
Mr. Yates. Why do you say that? 

Dr. Manno. There is a list of 18 or 20 categories that literally 
covers the waterfront. In casting the widest net possible, we hope 
tx) evoke the widest interest possible. Obviously, everyone who sub- 
mits a proposal in these 18 or 20 priority areas has to know in sub- 
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mitting a proposal that awards are limited, as is money. So it is 
common knowledge that not every category is funded, not every 
specific topical area is funded. This is common practice, and has 
been done over several competitions. 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Curry, wait just a moment. I asked you and I am 
going to ask Dr. Manno, taking up exactly at that point. Okay. You 
get through making the evaluations and decide that you have only 
got X amount of money and you can't fund everything. So you 
make your judgments as to who is going to be funded. Then lo and 
behold it occurs that you discover, the staff discovers, that there is 
money available that they had not anticipated. And so on August 
10, 1988, Lee Wickline, who is a team leader, sends a memorandum 
to Dr. Curry in which he says that a total of— is Lee Wickline a 
man? 

Dr. Manno. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Weiss. He says that a total of $162,472 is available in the 
NDN account to fund additional development demonstrator 
projects, le tells you where the money is coming from and why it 
is available. Then he says, "Attached is a list of the approval 
projects that could be funded. My recommendations for selecting 
projects for funding a:e based upon the following assumptions." He 
goes through six criteria. And then he says, based upon these as- 
sumptions, my recommendation, according to priority, follow. And 
at the top of the list, history, geography, and civics— Facing Histo- 
ry, priority No. 1. 

And I ask you. Dr. Manno, having accepted for the sake of this 
discussion everything you told Mr. Yates, why at this point, with 
that recommendation, with that kind of substantiation as to why 
Facing History ought to be the one that gets top priority, why 
Facing History is at that point not tunded? 

Dr. Manno. That was a recommendation made to Dr. Curry, who 
made the decision not to fund it. 

Mr. Weiss. You know, that is like saying the television set is a 
rectangle because it is a rectangle. Dr. Curry says because it is my 
professional judgment, and what I want to know is, on what basis 
she made that professional judgment, and if you know when in fact 
the recommendation of the staff spelled out and backed up in great 
detail that Facing History at that point be the No. 1 priority. 

Manno. She has talked about her professional judgment and 
what V. t into forming that judgment. 

Mr. Weiss. In the face of the professional judgment of the people 
who are in charge of giving her that advice. 

So you took that upon yourself. Dr. Curry, right? 

Dr. Curry. Well 

Mr. Weiss. To overrule that recommendation? 
Dr. Curry. Yes, sir, I make my recommendation. 
Mr. Weiss. You make the decision. 

Dr. Curry. I made the recommendation, sir. I don't decide. 
Mr. Weiss. Who made the decision? 

Dr. Curry. I do not decide. The Assistant Secretary is the ap- 
proving official. 
Mr. Weiss. Is that Dr. Finn? 
Dr. Curry. Dr. Finn. 

Mr. Weiss. Dr. Finn made the recommendation. 
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Now, did you submit a memorandum to Dr. Finn making your 
.^commendation in the face of the recommendation that was made 
to you? Do you have a memorandum in which you made your rec- 
ommendation? 

Dr. Curry. I have a memorandum that is on file of my recom- 
mendations to Dr. Finn, yes, and I believe you have those. 
Mr. ^7eiss. What reason did you give? 
Dr. Curry. Educational need. 

Mr. Wkis'" We have not received a memorandum. Do you have 
that in from of you? 
Dr. Curry. Excuse me? 

Mr. Weiss. We haven't received that. We asked for all the papers 
and documentation. We have not received 

Dr. Curry. You don't have a memorandum of the slate that I 
bent forward? 

Mr. Weiss. Subsequent to August 10, 1988, which is the supple- 
mental distribution, do you know what 

Dr. Curry. Wa have a m<:morandum to show the supplement ! 
distribution went forward yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Do you have ^^'^ 

Dr. Curry. I don't have v\ith me, but you have it. 
Mr. Weiss. No, we don't. 
Dr. Curry. Well, I don' : know whv you don't. 
Mr- Weiss. I don't know why we Ton't either. 
Dr. Curry. We will sure ke it available to you. 
Mr. Weiss It would be nice to have it now 

Tell me v ^it you said, if you recollect, in the memorandum that 
you sent to Dr. Finn, as to why you were recommending that in 
fact Facing History not be the one granted supplemental appro- 
priation. 

Di. '^urry. When we found that we had— let me see how much 
money we had. 
Mr. Weiss. $16i>,472. 

Dr. Curry. We had that much money left and we said, "Go 
ahead, and in the priorities you have already chosen, fund the next 
projects that are available, that are on the list." 

Mr. Weiss. Wait a minute. The priorities that were recommended 
to you by Lee Wickline, put Facmg History at the top of the list. 

Dr. Curry. The history category was not one that had been 
chosen for funding. 

Mr. Weiss. Yes, but they are making— now we are on "Who's" on 
first, "What's jn second and "I don't know," third base. 

Dr. Curry. I don't know what you are driving at. 

Mr. Weiss What I ain driving at. Dr. C irry, is that you had said, 
and I am wining to accept for the sake of this discussion, your ar- 
gument that you have only so much money, you can only fund so 
many programs, and unfortunately history, geography, and civics 
category wasn't lucky enough and there was no money left by the 
tima you got through making grants. OK. 

Along comes your staff and says, "Hey, wait a minute, we found 
another $162,000," and they say, "We recommend Facing History 
to be at the top of that priority." You say, "No, I made a recom- 
mendation in the face of that to Dr. Finn not to fund Facing Histo- 
ry." I am trying to find out why. 
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Dr. CupRY. That money became available because we did not 
have another dissemination process project eligible for funding. 
Mr. Weiss. Right. 

Dr. Curry. Therefore, we had extra funds. 

Mr. Weiss. My question is, why was Facing History not one of 
those? 

Dr. CuitRY. For the same reason that it was not — that category 
was not chosen to begin with. We had chosen the categories to be 
funded in this competition. So when more moneys arose, we put 
those to the priorities which had been chosen in this competition. 

Mr. Weiss. So it didn't make any difference how much money 
you got had available. You could have gotten $3 million more avail- 
able and you still wouldn't have funded Facing History because 
you wouldn't 

Dr. Curry. No, sir, you are absolutely incorrect. If we had money 
to fund everything, we would have funded Facing History. 

Mr. Weiss. Well, tell me which programs, because apparently the 
team leaders said you could make $54,000 available for each of 
three additional developer-demonstrator projects. Which were the 
three projects that were supplementally funded? 

Dr. Curry. Do you want the name of the projects or the catego- 
ries? 

Mr. Weiss. Both. 

Dr. Curry. We funded the dropout prevention program, 
COFFEE, in Massachusetts. We funded early childhood education. 
We funded improving teaching. We funded geology and science. We 
funded four of them. 

Mr. Weiss. You funded four. And dia you— do you have the 
memorandum? Does any of your staff have the memorandum 
which you sent on to Dr. Finn, making that recommendation? 

Dr. Curry. Do you have that? 

Dr. Manno. I think I have the one she is referring to. 
Dr. Curry. I believe you have this in your package, sir. 
Dr. Manno. I believe it is in your package. 
Mr. Weiss. May we see it. 

Dr. Curry. Because Mr. Wickline gave me a note that ever)rthing 
was complete. I assumed that it was. 
Mr. Y>tes. Mr. Chairman, may I just continue? 
Mr. Weiss. Of course. 

Let me close it out by saying that it seems to me that what you 
are telling us. Dr. Curry, is that the last paragraph of Ms. Schlaf- 
ly's letter is really the operative guideline here. It says, ''In sum, I 
believe it would be most unfortunate if schools across the Nation 
are permitted to believe that the Federal Government is sponsoring 
such a manipulative course in the public schools. L^et's get back to 
'basic skills' and 'what works'." 

From what you told me, in fact, the programs such as Facing 
History never had a shot because you made a determination with 
Ms. Schlafly's support or direction that in fact it was the kind 
of program you were interested in funding. 

Mr. Yates. 

Mr. Yates. I ^hink beyond that, Mr. Chairman, I think it prob- 
ably never had a shot because of what seems to be the character of 
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the panelists that were selected to decide which projectc would 
have a shot. 

V this Post article is correct, and I will let the witnesses state for 
the record whether it is correct, this is a serious situation. We do 
know what Dr. Christina Price said in rebpect to the necessity of 
presenting other points of view than that presented in Facing His- 
tory, such as the Nazi point of view and the Ku KIux Klan point of 
view. 

Then we come to another part of the Post article and it says, 
after discussing the Schlafly letter to William Kristol, that when 
the panel reported, one member found the program to rely on se- 
lective use of leftist authorities and cited British historian A.J.P. 
Taylor, writer, Kurt Vonnegut, and New York Times columnist. 
Flora Lewis. I take it that person is not Dr. Price but some other 
panelist. 

Another panelist says, "The program was also found to be pro- 
foundly offensive to fundamentalists and evangelicals." Then an- 
other basis for rejection. Another reviewer called it antiwar, anti- 
hunting, and another judged it likely to induce a guilt trip. 

The article goes on and says, ''It's not possible to amass a list of 
panel members with individual review. If those viewpoints are 
samples of the character and quality of the panelists, who reviewed 
these applications, a project like Facing History never had a 
chance for approval. 

I think it is reprehensible. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of asking ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much, Mr. Yates. 
I guess that I really have 

Mr. Yates. Let me finish that, Mr. Chairman, because the es- 
sence of peer panel review is that the panelists must be objective, 
must be unbiased. They must have an open mind and they must 
have discretion. Thct is the only basis t^at you have Tor maintain- 
ing a scholarly and unprejudiced viewpoint as you face the applica- 
tions that are sent to you for review. I don't think that was done in 
this case. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much. 

Let me just clear up a couple of points where there may be some 
confusion, and I think the record really ought to be clear. 

Dr. Curry, I think you had said in response to a question of mine 
that in fact you did have conversations with Mr. Kristol regarding 
the Facing History proposal. Is my recollection correct, did you 
have some conversations with him? 

Dr. Curry. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. You did. Because in response to a question that Mr. 
Yates put to you, you seem to indicate that you had no conversa- 
tions with Mr. Kristol. 

Dr. Curry. No. I have never denied that. 

Mr. Weiss. You did have conversations? 

Dr. Curry. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Weiss. Now, Dr. Manno, I assume that given the newspa- 
per's publicity about Facing History in 1987, that come 1988, the 
Facing History proposal was a matter of clear knowledge within 
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the Department, is that right? There was no secret abou^ the fact 
that there was an application penaing? 
Dr. Manno. No, sir. No secret. 

Mr. Weiss. Riglit. Wher I asked you about conversations that 
you had with Di. Firn, you said that you couldn't really remember 
any of the substance of the conversation except that you had said 
at one point that the process was unusual. 

Now, amplify that for me? What, in your opinion, was unusual? 

Dr. Manno. About the process? 

Mr. Weiss. Yes. Right. 

Dr. Manno. Reached in making a decision about Facing History? 
Mr. Weiss. Right. 

Dr. Manno. I did think that it was a bit unusual that a conversa- 
tion occurred between Dr. Curry and Mr. Kristol. 
Mr. Weiss. About that? 
Dr. Manno. Yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Now, where do you fit into the chain of command 
here? 

Dr. Manno. I will use some bureaucratic language to explain 
that. 
Mr. Weiss. Please. 

Dr. Manno. There is an Assistant Secretary, who at that time 
was Dr. Finn. There was a Deputy for Policy and Planning, who at 
that time was Mr. Preston. 

Then there was a Director of Operatic ns, who at that time was a 
gentleman by the name of Mr. Gonzmart. There v/as no Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary for Operations at that time. 

My formal title at that time was Chief of Staff. Thai responsibil- 
ity involved coordinating on a day-to-day baaic the internal oper- 
ations of OERI. 

Tgiat included things like budget, planning, procurement issues, 
FTE, S&E Budget, as opposed to the program budget. So it involved 
working with a variety of staff people who performed those func- 
tions. And my primary responsibility wa3 to make sure that the 
system worked, that the place moved on a day-to-d. y basis. 

Mr. Weiss. And when you did have the conversation with Dr. 
Finn about how unusual you thought, was the discussion between 
Dr. Curry and Mr. Kristol 

Dr. Manno. Sir, I did not say that, and if this is the impression I 
gave, I want to correct it. I did not say I had a discussion with Dr. 
Finn ^bout how unusual it was that a conversation took place be- 
tween Dr. Curry and Mr. Kristol. I found out about that conversa- 
tion later. 

I did not have a conversation with Dr. Finn on the conversation, 
because I didn't know, in fact, that a conversation had occurred 
until after the fact. 

Mr. Weiss. I am trying to establish for the record what, in fact, 
the conversation was and what the substance of the convers-ution 
was between you and Dr. Finn. 

Dr. Manno. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Weiss. So could you enlighten us on that? 

Dr. Manno. My recollection of the conversation was that, it was 
probably less than 15 seconds, r^d it was within the context of a 
variety of other issues. 
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Dr. Finn and I had sometimes daily conversations about a varie- 
ty of issues, related to the day-to-day operations of OERI. Tne con- 
text was probably the procurement schedules and keeping track of 
the procurement schedules because this slate was a slate that had 
a schef'ule that needed to be met. The context would have been the 
day-to-day situation at OERI in meeting the schedule. In fact, it 
probably was on why there was some delay in the program in send- 
ing forth the developer demonstrator slate related to the competi- 
tion that is being discussed. 

Mr. Weiss. Right, and specifically as it related to Facing History. 

Dr. Manno. Not Facing History as such, but the competition 
part of which included, of course. Facing History. 

Mr. Weiss. So, what I don't understand, here we have a subject 
matter which is not to put too fine a point on it, controversial 
within some aspects within the Department of Education? 

Dr. Manno. Correct. 

Mr. Weiss. And there ai discussions going all the way . to the 
Vhief of Staff of the Secretary of Education about it. It is not a 
matter that is just handled, "on the basis of professional judg- 
mei't." 

ft iw handled on the basis of what will the Secreiaiy think about 
it, or what will the Chief of Staff think about it. And here you are 
having some conversation about it with Dr. Finn, who was in that 
line of operation, and yet, we can't tie down what went on, al- 
though quite clearly something went on and some signals were 
being sent. 

And the conclusion that I draw, and nothing that I have heard 
from tho witness' table dispels it, is that it was felt that there were 
people of sufficient stature outside of the Department of Education, 
to name one, Ms. Schlafly, who were so exercised by the possibility 
of this program being funded, that no matter what the scoring or 
the rating was going to be, for the sakr of keeping peace within an 
aspect of the family of the administration, there was going to be no 
funding for Facing History. That is the sense that I get. And I 
would like to be able to have somebody dispel that by saying, oh, 
no, we went and spoke to Mr. Kristol about it and he said none of 
that stuff— we don't care what .^s. Schlafly said, this is all being 
done on the record. 

Nobody comes forward and says what happened. What we have 
on the record is all these intimations about objectivity or lack of it 
oecause of Nazis and Ku Klux Klan and antiwar and anti-Chris- 
tian, and Ms. Schlafly's letter. 

If you can help to dispel any of thac for the record, now is the 
time to do it. Otherwise I am left to draw my own conclusions as I 
have said I do. 

Dr. Manno. I think you need to keep in mind, and perhaps this 
is a clarification of my role in this general process, that I was not 
responsible for making policy decisions in any general sense of the 
word. Oftentimes I was not involved m discussions on NDN. 

In fact, the Deputy for Policy took it upon himself in a special 
way to be involved in all discussions related to the NDN, including 
the development of regulations. This was his special purview. 
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So a passing reference to a procuren^ent item in the course of a 
conversation with Dr. Finn would not have been unusual. That 
v;ould have been pretty much the general state of events. 

Mr. Weiss. So in any event, there is no wa\ — you are in no posi- 
tion to shed any light on this, because that was not really within 
your responsibilities, to be familiar with the specifics of what was 
going on r 

Dr. Manno. No, urless it pertained to schedules or those types of 
activities. 

Mr. Weiss. OK. Again, I have no further questions. 
If any of the panelist«i wish to make any closing statement^ this 
is a good time to do it. 
Dr. Curry. I have one, sir. 
Mr. Weiss. Dr. Curry. 

Dr. Curry. I strongly support Holocaust education. 
Mr. Weiss. Well, you know the old saying, pretty is as pretty 
does. 

I thank you very much. 

Dr. Curry. I am pleased to be working to get the U.S. Holocaust 
Memorial Council to be part of the National Diffusion Network. 
Dr. Manno. Sir, may I respond to your invitation? 
Just a brief comment. 

I would like to reiterate the two points I made in my opening 
statement. 

Namely, that Facing History is part of the NDN network of pro- 
grams. In fact, it has been for quite some time. 

And second: The Department has never denied the application of 
Facing History, based on the program's alleged to Christians, and 
the Department has consistently and continues to reject the com- 
ments made by Christina Price on this program. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much. 

The record will speak for itself at this point. 

I add my appreciation to all of you for participating in my hear- 
ing today. 

Our second panel is comprised of Margot Stern Strom, director of 
Facing History and Ourselves, and Max McConkey, director, Na- 
tional Dissemination Study Group. 

Would you please approach the witness table? 

Do you affirm that the testimony you are about to give will be 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the tiuth? 

Let the record indicate that each of the witnesses responded in 
the affirmative. 

We are pleased that vou are able to rearrange your schedules to 
be with us on relatively short notice. And Ms. Strom 1 think we 
will begin with your testimony, if that is all right? 

Ms. Strom. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Weiss. Do you want to go first? 

Mr. McConkey. We were discussing that. 

Ms. Strom. Will I have an opportunity to respond when he is fin- 
ished? 
Mr. Weiss. Of course. 

If you prefer to have Mr. McConkey go first, that is all right, too. 
As a matter of convenience, I called on you first because your 
name is listed first on my sheet. 
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Ms. Strom. The chronology of events Mr. McConkey will give 
will be helpful. 

STATEMENT OF MAX McCONKEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL DISSEIVTINATION STUDY GROUP 

Mr. McConkey. 1 ask that my prepared statement be made part 
of the record. 

Mr. Weiss. Without objection, that will be done. 

Mr. McConkey. I am David Max McConkey, executive director of 
the National Dissemination Study Group, a nonprofit association of 
educators from throughout the country. The study group's purpose 
is to promote school improvement through the dissemination of 
educational practices that have proven to be successful. The special 
area of interest for our association is the National Diffusion Net- 
work. 

We appreciate the invitation to testify. We, in our association, 
consider this testimony as a form of protest against a series of in- 
justices committed at the U.S. Dep-rtment of Education. While the 
denial of funds to the Facing History, Holocaust education program 
is the single most outrageous example of the Department of Educa- 
tion's abuse of authority, it is only one example. 

And I would like to focus— with Ms. Strom talking about the par- 
ticular Facing History issue — on my association's perspective on 
the larger context: on abuses as they relate to the peer review proc- 
ess. 

The injustices that have occurred are not only the denial of the 
Facing History project, but the development by the Department of 
an elaborate coverup, pieces of which were revealed in testimony 
that you just received, and subsequent decisions by the Department 
to deny eight other deserving grant applicants in addition to 
Facing History, the support that th^ earned in order to cover up 
the specific decision to keep Facing History from being funded. 

But I think that the principal injustice, and I think Mr. Yates 
spoke to this, jnst a few minutes ago, is the sad case of a process of 
feir and equitable treatment that American citizens and grant ap- 
plicants can expect from the U.S. Government being violated. 

I won't go into great detail, but my statement has a chronology 
of or description of the process applicants go through in the Na- 
tional Diffusion Network. I realize from this morning's testimony 
that these various phases are somewhat confusing. 

In order for a project to be included in the National Diffusion 
Network, it needs to be a practice th? was developed locally. It 
needs to hav* had a careful evaluation and have nad the outcome 
of that evaluation presented to a Federal panel, which reviews and 
makes decisions about how exemplary the program is. Then, and 
only then, after that process has been completed and the project 
has passed that scrutiny, does it become part of the National Diffu- 
sion Network. 

Dr. Manno mentioned on a couple of occasions that Facing Histo- 
ry is part of the National Diffusion Network. It is, indeed, because 
it went through that initial process, and so did over 400 other pro- 
grams since 1974, since the National Diffusion Network was cre- 
ated. That doesn't imply any kind of funding, and many of these 
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NDN piograms are unable to be disseminated because they don't 
have any support. 

Others hpve some support from other sources; there is a whole 
range in that 400. Facing History has applied unsuccessfully, as 
you heard already this morning, for funding on a number of occa- 
sions. 

My association works very closely with the Department and has 
a great deal of respect for the people within the Education Depart- 
ment, but we have noted a troubling trend in which the Facing 
History story is but one example. I would like to start back in 1983 
when the Assistant Secretary of Education, Donald Senese, abrupt- 
ly ended the funding of 13 of these NDN developer demonstrator 
projects. 

He similarly halted the funding of three more grants that were 
already in operation, a year later. The Assistant Secretary's stated 
reasons for arbitrarily canceling these Federal grants, was that he 
alone had concluded that their continuation was, "not in the best 
interest of the government." 

I might note that some of the programs that he canceled at that 
time were drug education programs which he considered to be of- 
fensive to his conservative constituency. Only 2 years later the ad- 
ministration concluded that drug education was, in fact, a priority, 
and they were then put in the position of need'^^g to support the 
programs which Dr. Senese had canceled just a few years before. 

Dr. Senese's explanation for canceling them really marked our 
entry into a period when the Department of Education began to 
condone arbitrary and capricious grant funding decisions by politi- 
cal appointees determined to impose their own ideological bias on 
American education. When the new Secretary, William Bennett, 
announced a reorganization oi the Department, Chester Finn re- 
placed Donald Senese. NDN was trensferred to the newly created 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Finn imposed a 
set of new steps within OERI that had great impact on the Depart- 
ment's procedures for allowing grant applications to be evaluated 
by a panel of reviewers. 

They are called "peer reviewers," as Mr. Yates noted, because 
they are presumably representative, they have expertise in the 
fields of education, and they are nominated because of their sub- 
stantive qualifications. 

Among Dr. Finn's innovations was the requirement that all field 
reviews be approved personally by him. By the time Shirley Curry 
joined OERI in 1986, as the first permanent director of the new 
Rt ognition Division, the stage had been set for the direct manipu- 
lation of what had traditionally been in a reasonably equitable, ob- 
jective process used by the Department for reviewing grant applica- 
tions and making funding award decisions. 

It is clear that the grant reviewers employed by OERI's Recogni- 
tion Division to assess the qualifications of applications by Facing 
History and Ourselves, first in 1986 and then in 1987, were ap- 
proved, if not hand selected, by Dr. Curry. Indeed, documents that 
my association ^vas provided by the Department through a Free- 
dom of Information Act request show that a review panel, appar- 
ently assembled by Curry in December 1986 included at least four 
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of six reviewers who were Curry friends, associates, or contacts- 
including Christina Price. 

In fact, the way Assistant Secretary Finn and those around him 
managed this grant review process was seen as such a problem 
that the Senate report accompanying the fiscal year 1988, Labor, 
HHS appropriations bill for education contained the following lan- 
giiage. 'The Appropriations Committee continues to be concerned 
about the integnty of peer review procedures used by the oiffice of 
Educational Research and Improvement. 

"During the fiscal year 1988 hearing, the committee uncovered 
practices by an Assistant Secretar3'— Dr. Finn— who used his au- 
thority in an attempt to influence the outcome of the process by 
encouraging the selection of reviewers known to be favorable to a 
particular proposal. 

"The committee, therefore, expects the Secretary to monitor per- 
sonally all review procedures at OERI." 

So, meanwhile, as you heard this morning, OERI, in addition tc 
these peer reviei;^- violations, was attempting to institutionalize the 
ideological review of all future National Diffusion Network grants. 
This device was called the program significance panel review. 

In essence, the PSP was a panel whose job it was to impose pan- 
elists' own Judgments about what was "appropriate" for funding by 
the Federal Government. 

The very concept of this panel flew in the face of the underlying 
philosophy of the National Diffusion Network, that the Federal 
Government plays but two roles with respect to the dissemination 
of locally developed school improvement programs. 

The first is to assess whether the program has been effective at 
the site where it was developed, and the second is to provide some 
financial support for the dissemination. 

The decision about whether to adopt an NDN program—or, for 
that matter, whether the progrcmi is appropriate for adoption— has 
always been made by each, individual, school— its teachers, admin- 
istrators, parents, and school boards. 

It was, in fact, prelimina^ versions of the Program Significance 
Panel that originally kept Facing History from being successfully 
nominated for funding. 

Over the objections of nearly 300 educators, plus nearly 100 
Members of Congress, all of whom wrote the Education Depart- 
ment last year to protest the inclusion of the Program Significance 
Panel in the NDN regulations, the Department decisionmakers 
made the PSP a permanent part of the grant application review 
process, in August 1987. Congress stepped in, however, and, in tech- 
nical amendments to the reauthorization of the NDN earlier this 
year, H.R. 5, abolished the Significance PanA. 

With OERI on notice that its selection of peer reviewers was 
under careful scrutiny, the Program Significance Panel abolished, 
and media attention having been focused on previous "unfair to 
Nazi" Department reviews of Facing History, my association ex- 
pected a reasonably fair grant review process to be conducted this 
year. As it turned out, we were quite naive in holding those expec- 
tations. 

It appears that, being dead-set againsi funding Facing History, 
Dr. Curry manipulated the peer review process this year so as to 
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keep that program from being funded. But, in addition to that, the 
fallout is nearly as bad as the case in 1983 with Dr. Senese. 

Now none of the developer-demonstrator applicants in five differ- 
ent categories, that had been previously determined by the Secre- 
tary to be priorities, have received support. 

These applicants received a cumulative average grant review 
score of 86, of a possible 100, with average scores for some of these 
programs that are now being denied funding as high as 93, 94, and 
95. 

These projects are in important educational priority areas as 
identified by the Secretary, like adult literacy, and comprehension 
analysis and problem solving. One project, in the gifted and talent- 
ed category, received more program adoptions in the National Dif- 
fusion Network last year than any other program, but was denied 
funding because of this whole scheme. 

The services of these exemplary programs are desperately needed 
by the American schools, but they are not to be funded this year. 

The reason seems to be fairly clear. Phyllis Schlafly, head of the 
Eagle Forum and a leader of a far right political movement, has 
deemed one of these projects. Facing History, as unacceptable to 
her. Unfortunately, seven other deserving projects seem to have 
gotten in the wa> of Dr. Curry as she has attempted to find some 
legitimate way to satisfy the demands of Ms. Schlafly. 

It was certainly appropriate for Ms. Schlafly, as a cUizen, to ex- 
press her opinion to Government officials, but Dr. Curry and other 
Department political appointees have a responsibility that Ms. 
Schlafly does not have. They are Government officials entrusted to 
follow rules and to act in such matters fairly and decently, and all 
evidence uncovered to date suggests they did not. 

The steps that Dr. Curry took last summer, which I have termed 
'^Grantscam," apparently started with the recognition that to keep 
Facing History from being funded would require action that would 
certainly call attention to itself given the publicity in the newspa- 
pers last year. 

So a decision apparently w£is made, with approvals from officials 
at the highest level of the Department, apparently, that entire cat- 
egories of projects would not be funded so as to disguise the at- 
tempt to get one particular project. 

Because of this so-called policy decision, Department officials 
were able to announce, again today, that despite receiving a No. 1 
rating in its category, in a category that the Secretary had deemed 
to be among the highest priorities for this year, the Department 
has chosen not to fund any projects in the history, geography, and 
civics category. 

The decision to not fund was not made until after Facing Histo- 
ry, with proposal review scores averaging 89, including one score of 
97, emerged as an approved applicant for NDN support. 

But apparently Department officials believed that a move to 
deny funding to DD applicants only in the history, geography, and 
civics category would also appear transparent, so they seem to 
have tried to cover that objective by moving to eliminate a few 
other entire DD funding categories as well. 

The move provided Dr. Curry with an opportunity she had 
needed to take complete control, or she wanted apparently to take 
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complete control, over the selection and deselection of developer- 
demonstrator applications, despite peer review, their ratings, and 
rankings. Whatever her motivations, she chose seven other projects 
in four other categories, including another one in the history, geog- 
raphy, and civics category, to be cut. 

If these actions, a series of actions by Dr. Senese, Dr. Curry and 
others, go unchallenged, we believe that dangerous precedents will 
have been set for future administrations. 

Political appointees will feel comfortable using the Federal grant 
and contracts procedures for rewarding their friends, for pursuing 
their own particular ideological perspectives, however narrow. 

The NDN is already suffering and American schools will be the 
ultimate losers. No longer will the schools have made available for 
them a wide variety, a wide array of exemplary program choices. 
The Federal Government, in the persons of the Department of Edu- 
cation Assistant Secretary and the Division Directors, will be 
making those choices for them. Ironically, the Big Brother, whom 
this administration has so often warned us about, may have ar- 
rived already because of its actions. 

Justice Louis Brandeis wrote that "the greater dangers to liberty 
lurk in the insidious encroachment of men of zeal, well-meaning 
but without understanding." 

The National Diffusion Network is a superb program. It brings 
exemplary school improvement developments to teachers and class- 
rooms that need them, but it has been ill-served by political parti- 
sans disguised as educational experts within the U.S. Department 
of Education. 

Too often within the past 5 years the Department's management 
positions have been filled with zealots, "well-meaning but without 
understanding." 

We believe, with Justice Brandeis, that they pose ''great danger 
to our liberty." 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. McConkev tollows:] 
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BOARD EM£Rirui> 



Mr Chalmuir "nd Memben of thp Committee 

I am David Max McConkey. E«cuU Oir^or of the National 
niMMTiifuHon Study Group, a non-profit association of educators m>m 
SS^?3^caJSW T^^StudyGroupspunx««Utopro™^e^^^^ 
, „.ni*ni through the dlssemlnauon of educational practices tnai nave proven 

Diffusion Network 

We appreciate your inviUtion to testify 1 see my testimony tn the formof 
a DTOtelrt VE2^u*Sce. because It la a whole serie. of injusUcw that have been 
JoSJedTX UmSTs^^^ Department of Education within Uie past few 
SI Srf ySis tSarbrtng u. together in thl. hearing room today 



SpeclBcally. these injustices include -- 

. the denial of National Dlfliislon Network fundi to the 
Holocaust edu^on pc^«v F^ng H^ory -;^Our^^.^c^io an 
objective aiscssment of crtterta developed by the Department, wat aesemng oi 
that support. 

• the dweloproent by Department oflklals of a ^"fPJ^^ *° 
disguise their actual iwon for denying Facing History the federal graiit it 
deserved, and. 

.the subsequent decision by the Dqjartment to keep eight oth^^ 
desenrtng grant appUcSts. in addition to Facing History, the support they each 
earned 

The Drtncipal inlustice that has been tnlUcted m this sad case is 
the proS^Sf fSi; Jd equitable treatment that American citizens expect from 
tht United StalM Government 

A PROfCSSIOML ASSOCIAJION SUPPOHVNG Ol^^^^f'I'lifJZn 
MD IMPLEMCHTAWH Of EXEMPLAOY SCHOOL IMPHmmUT PMCKIS AND PROCESSES 
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h^!!!^!''^^ « thc»jph</u*«t,.A^ fcfrJnesa. diligence, honesty. 

wJ^rX^f fflne,rewp^Jdr iaw arwi takt.^ one's guklance by acceptedhSii tested 
stanuttdM qfny.aQnd wmng. rather than by. Jor example, one's pemOpr^/erences 

n«-rti!!i.'J^SrS"lS^^ deflnm*. I. ms an eductor. would to jN« the offlcHO. in the 
, ^' tr* iuljectwty for £Hme*». and onnlpulabon of technlcU regulations for resnect of 

»...tlJ^ Jit"** '^ilSfiLr*'* Dtffutton Network to. NDN. 

nnuthortD^wBer this yew at • reault of the pa Mage of the Hawklru- SUfiord School Inmrove^t 
J?' ^^V""*^^^^^^^^ aduHnlateredSt through the Dep^rt^t oftSlS?^^ 
Wdto-a o mce of Educ ation, later thfou|h the Dep^toSTTSuoiSM?. 6fflce of 
■njeNDNiadeSgnedtoSnyouttheCong^ 
SS£^?Jf!?^.Sj''*2!!:^ disaemlnatJon of ejtemptary pSSam. to tchool 

district. thro.4^>mit the nation - Ihua promoting and encouraging exc^imciZ\:S^m 

The JVottonal Diffialon IfetM^^ 

A rJHHI^^^^^^J^^'i^^ Network operates thiough two t>a:tlc componenU state FadUtators 
^;r^^Ei?°^*"i?" S»«t*F-cllJtators.k)cated in every atat^^o^rtdsl^^ 
education proruns to publkr school districts (as weL' sa to prtnte and p^^hua 

that represent lottUy- deyek>ped. thoroughly implemented and evaluated, exemplarv school 

=!S.P«»«° »«• ^ by • spinal (eOer^^SS^o^^p (once 

Utled the Joint Disaemlnatlon Review Panel, now called the P^m Eff.«tlvenes^ PsStS^Sa^ 

These exemplary school tmprovement practices nearly 450 in all have been vm\ut»t»a a« 

iKlT f, r««>urces have meant. unfortunate»y. that the Educatto? Department Is only 

^J^^^i:^ sverage. a total of about 85 Developer Demonstiatar awards each^Win ad!4 
'^^'iP^fr* ''^ortbed in a catak)gue -filucattooal Programs ThSwJ^:. bv 
T*ec.tak«ueli.ta protects mwrtSnTn-^ 

teache^'xssss; s:ir'^3rLSSS:'" •-^"'^ 

r-* . ^ 1979 ab out 15.000 teachers, eervtng some 375.00C studenU. were tzmlned by Nstional 
Wfuator^^ gnjntees By the mkt-to-late- 1980s, sn average of over 60.000 k^immyL in 

rP tsUmated 2.500.000 U S school d^imi - are provlS r«v lauT 
thnnigh the training pnnrkled by the dedicated atafif of vahdated NDN proJectTScroS STcSlnSy 

A^—Ji*** 'J??. «n«™>»«ly effective and coat-effldent system for the tmprtyvement of 
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schools that these profruns serve throughout the country. v*r> a with - snd, over time, has been 

largriy supportive of - the U S Education Department in f jiagement of the NDN A number <a 

events have occurred in the past few years, unfortunately, have shaken our confidence in the 

Department's intention to obfectlvely and fairly administer program 

ifiMtory qfUoM 

Back in 1983. then Department of Education Asststant Secretary Donakl Senese sbniptly 
ended the funding of 13 Developer Demonstrator projects |Hc slmllarty halted funding to three more 
DDs s vear later, in May 1984 ) The Assistant Secretary's sUted reasons for arbitrarily canceDlng 
these federal grants was that he. alone, had concluded that their continuation war 'not in the t>est 
interests of the govcnmient.' Period That explanation marked our entry into • period when the 
Department of Education begui to condone arbitrary and capncknis grant funding dedtlons fay 
political sppolnteea determtned to impose their Ideological blaaes on American education 

When new Education Secretary William Bcimett announced a reorganization of the 
Department. Chester Finn replaced Donakl Senese. and the NDN was tranafjerred to the newly created 
Office of Educatkmal Research and Imprurcment Ftan tmpoaed a aet of new s^epo wlthtn OERI that 
had pvmt tmpact on the Departmi-nt's procedures for aUowIng grant appbcaUons to be reviewed fay a 
panel of reviewers - "peer reviewers they are called because most of them represent expertise in the 
various education Bdds and are nominated iMcause of their substantive quaUflcatlons to assess the 
quality of the appUcaClona. 

Among Finn's innovations was the requirement that all field reviewers be approved 
personally fay him By the time Shirley Cuny joined OERI in 1986 as the first pftmanent director of 
the office's Recognition Dtvlalon. the stage had been set lor direct manipulation of what has 
traditionally licen s reat ^bly equitable, objective process used fay the Department for reviewing 
grant applications and making funding sward decisions 

It IS clear that the grant reviewers employed fay OERTs Recognition Division to assess the 
quallficatmna of appUcatlona fay netrv History and OursHiws. first in 1986 and then in 1987. rrm 
approved. If not harxl- selected, fay Curry jideed. documents that my association was provided fay the 
Department (throu^ s Freedom of Information Act request) show that at a review panel assembled fay 
Curry in December 1960. at least four <tf the abc reviewers were Curry frioids. associates, or contacts 
(The teadmony here today fay Fiaet^ Hlston/'s director. Margot Strom, win further deal with the Cscts 
surrounding that project's reviews i 

Finn and ptr rwAmu 

In fact, the extent to which Aaststant Secretary Finn and those armu J him managed the ^ant 
and contract review proceaa was seen as such a problem fay Confess that the Senate report (100-1891 
accompanying the FY 88 Labor-HHS- Education Appropriatlona blO contained the foDowtng 
language - 

The /Approprlodons/ CommOtM conOnurs to be conoemed about the 
IrU^grl^ qTpMr-mMeu) pnxscdures used by the Ojyice q^ 
Research and /mprouemmL During the Jlacal year ISSO^waring. the 
Cor/rdttee uncovered practice* by an asstUant secretory (Finn] who used 
his ttuUwity in an atterrpt te tr\fluence the outcome qf the process by 
enoourcv^'V ^ aelectlon oj reviewen knoum to befiwonMe to a 
particniar propoaaL 

The CorrsnttW. Over^fore. expects the Secretary |B«»r:ctt| to nwntbor 
per9onaSy off review pncedvrea qf the OERI during Jtscal year 1988 to 
ensure that Departn^nt ojjldab JdOow the sptrtt and the intent of 
the petT'tevltew selection process ' 

Meanwhile. OBRI was making an attempt to insUtutlonaUse a process for the subjective, 
potentially kleologlcal review <A all future Nim Devekiper Demonstrator grants The device was s 
Program Sigi^'flcance Panel review, in essence s panel whose Job it was to impose their own 
Judgements about what was 'spprofwlate' for ftindlng fay the federal gqrveminent 
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I)lflu,K2^N^.?!'IS**>*^^ '•'^K^*"?* underlying pluk..ophy of the Nation.] 

o?loS^d^3toJJd^^ J^^V^o role, with re.pect to the dl«etnln«tlon 

bewTlZiirrTS^i?^^ ^« ••^ whether the prxMrun ha» 

S?h^«!!il!l ^ developed. ukI the second. !• to piwide •ome inS^wum^ 

ferthe dlMemlMtlon decl^ton about whether to adopt an NDN iworon -- or 
^^'S'll^SLf 1. ^ppnvr^ for adoption ha. ^^^b^^^^'' S^^^^ 



wrote 



t?Z?S^^!^^!L!fi^?*'*^"*****" »^"»^ oertofConr^ aUcfwhcm 

« S! SAm*!?^. "^-^l!^ y«»' to protest *>e mdualon of ti;e ''-^imSrSioL^^ 
Pand tn the NDN refutations, the Depixrtiiient dedslon maker, made the PSP «^^miMS«?2r^!.f ♦k- 

K.ccJSStar'ir^i^nt^Iir' S™*^ >»ck * Ih. loop for lu tWnl 



tJrantscam* 



.2!SS? ; '^*P**^°f"t ^fflclata are able to announce - presumably with straUht tac*/' th.» 

^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
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t. ap -rently Depwtznent ofllclals believed that • move to deny funding to DD appbcanta 
only in ute tii^ory. Qeo^phy and CMca' category would also appear tranaparent. ao they aeem to 
have trted to cover t^at ob^eetlve by moving to eliminate a few other entire DD funding categorlea aa 



Sudi a move muat have p rovided Curry juat the meana ahe needed to take complete control 
over the aelectlon and de>aelectton of DD appllcanta. regardleaa of peer review. i«tlnfi. and ranklnga 
Whatever her motJvatlona. abe choae aevcn other proJecU in four other categorlea (one other 
to-be-approveo applicant in the "Hlatoty. Geography and CMca" priority a.«a had alao been cut when 
that 'xtegocy waa eliminated]. 

Anwng the categortea choaen waa "Adult Uteracy." with only one approved applicant 
experloiced NDN pn^ CASAS, which had an average review acore of 93; and *Olfted and Tklented." 
which had aa aucceaafiil appllcanta three veteran DDa. Including Prqftct SAGE, with over 700 NDN 
adopdona laat year and an average review acore of 94 Now. alao de-funded waa DD veteran Prqfect 
CUMB, which had received one of the aeaaon'a hlgheat external review acorea (aurpaaaed by only two 
other appllcanta)- an 80, a 99. and a 100. for an averagtwre of 90 Other aucceaaful DD projecU 
would alao fall. Indudlng Ttdmis IMUmted. (me of the o. ginal U974) tfDN projecta and one of the 
moat popular, with nearly 900 achool adoptlona during the moot recent reporting achooJ year 

Allegiance to a radical couaeiva U ve ideological phlloaophy la the pnndpa] juatlflcatlon the 
Department ofBdala imy give privately for their aucceaaful eflorta to again oeny Facing HtMtory and 
Ouraehwa DD fimdmg. But vengeance agalnat pn>}ecta that actively fought the Department a Pro^m 
Si^ilflcance Panel and other piopoaed i^{ulatory featurea laat year may be bdund aoine of theae 

Actlvtat DD Barbara Brenner of New Jeriey. director of Prqfect CUMB. laat year 
atn^handedly organised the peateat number of lettera from adoptera. educatlMia] aupporten. 
Membera of Congreaa and others in oppoaltlon to ED-propoaed NDN regulatkxu d e v elope d or 
aupported by Shirley Curry 

Concliwfon 

Whatever the cxplanadona. what we obaerre here la a cynical (and to date aucceaaful) attempt 
by political appotnteet withm the U.S. Education Department to to circumvent an eatabUahed aet of 
prtKN " onea which they orlgmally invented and to which thty conttaue to pay Up-aenrlce - the 
peet tew aaaeaament of gran ^ppUcatlona and Hair and equitable funding dedalona baaed on thoae 

If the actlooa of Seoeae. Curry, and othera go unchallenged, dan^eroua precedenta may have 
already been aet for future Adnnnlatratkma PoUUcal appomteea will feel comfortable uatng the 
federal grant and contracta proceduiea for ivwarding friends, and for puraulng their own paiticuiv 
Ideological nerapecdves. however narrow. Hie NDN ta already aufrerlng. and Amertca'a achoola wlU 
be the ultimate loaera No longer will they have made available for them a wide array of exemplaiy 
pni^-Ti cliolcea Hie Sedeial government. In the p^.aooa of the Department of Educatlon'a aaaUlant 
secre ta rtea Uid dtvlalon director*, will be nuking thoae choice* for them. Ironically, the Big Brother, 
whoit IMa Admlnlatratlon haa ic often warned ua about, may have arrived already becauae of Ita 
actlmia 

Juatlce Louia Brandela wrote that the greater dangera to liberty lurk In the InakUoua 
oKToachment of men of ceal. wdl*meanlng but without underatanding ' The National Difhialon 
Network, a aupob pro-am, bringing CB gmp la r y achool Improvement devefepmenta to the teachera 
and daaaroomi that need them, haa been Ol-aenred ty political partlaana dlagulacd aa educational 
experta within the L.Jted Statca Department of Education. 

Too often ' (thin the paat five yr^.a the Department'a management poaltloru have been filled 
with aeak>ta. "weU^meanlng but witltoiit underatanding " They have .lone much harm. and. aa JuaUce 
Branc'iela recognised, we believe that they poae great danger to our liberty. 

Thank yt . Mr Chairman 
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Mr. Wkiss. Thank you, Mr. McConkey. 
Ms. Strom. 

STATEMENT OF MARGOT STERN STROM, DIRECTOR, FACING 

HISTORY AND OURSELVES 
Ms. Strom. I will be brief. 

My name is Margot Stem Strom, executive director of Facing 
History and Ourselves, National Foundation, Inc. I am asking that 
you put my statement in the record, please. 

I would also like to enter the statement of one of our board of 
directors, Allan Ryan, who was w^th the U.S. Justice Department 
from 1980 to 1983 in charge of investigating Nazi war crimi- 
nals 

Mr. Weiss. Tliat, too, will be entered in the record. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ryan follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF ALLAN A. RYAN, JR. 
TO THE HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE HOUSE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMI.^TTEE 
OCTOBER 19, 1988 

Mr. Chairman: 

ThanX you for inviting me to testify before this 
subconwittce. I regret that an unmovable commitment at Harvard 
prevents my appearing personally before you this morning, and I 
appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement. 

From 1980 until 1982, I was the d^ ^tor of the Offxce of 
Special Investigations, U.S. Department of Justice, and as such 
I was responsible for carrying out the Congressional mandate to 
investigate and prosecute Nazi war criminals in this country. 
In 1983, I served as special assistant to the Attorney General 
and carried out the investigation of Klaus Barbie's ties to 
American intelligence after World War II. 

For the past several years, I have been in the Office of 
General Counsel of H>rv%rd University, but I have continued to 
write and lecture on Nazis in America and, more generally, on 
the American response to the Holocaust during and after it 
happened . 

fAONGMlSIORVANOOURSIlVtSNAnOWLKXINOAnON INC 25rtNNAPOROAD BPOOCLINI MA02146. 6l7.?32.lW 
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I am also a member of the Board of Directors of Facing 
History and otirselves National Foundation, Inc., and it is in 
that capacity that I siibmit this statoment. I have been 
affiliated with Facinc History and Oiirselves because I believe 
deeply that young people in our country must be taught the 
awful consequence of racial and religious prejudice, and must 
learn to recognize and fight it in their own lives. 

This is, of course, an issue that touches all of u'^ — 
black and white, christian and Jew, young and old. But 
especially the young, for it is then tnat attitudes of 
tolerance, understanding, and concern for others are formed. I 
believe in a very simple formula: if we can teach our children 
to understand and respect those whose race or religion is 
different from their own, and if we can teach them to recognize 
the corrosive and often tragic consequences of bigotry, we will 
bring up a generation of adults who hate nothing but hatred 
itself, who understand the meaning of tolerance end respect, 
and wh') will pass those values on to their own children. 
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This ia hard %iork. Platitudes don*t last. Children 
themselves, and especially blacks, Hispanics and other 
minorities, understand all too soon and too wall what prejudice 
means. Many children who are not normally victims of prejudice 
all too so .1 take on the mantle of intolerance because no one 
has taught them differently. 

Pacing History and Ourselves tries to break that chain. 
We have no political agenda. We are neither a liberal 
organization nor a conservative one. We are liberals, 
conservatives, Repvhlicans, Democrats, blacks, Jew*, 
Christians, old and young, working together in our common 
belief that as Americans we must teach our children that 
bigotry and intolerance have no place in their generation, in 
our conmunity, or in our nation. 

We work in the schools, at the request of — and with the 
indispensable support of — teachers, administrators and 
community leaders who recognize the need for this education but 
who often do not have the time, the expertise, or the money to 
develop it on their own. We subscribe to no educational theory 
except the one that believes that if teachers bring serious 
matters before their studentc &nd discuss them in a serious. 
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thoughtful way, the students will respond. We don*t believe In 
scaring or disturbing students; %ra bfslleve In educating them In 
history and In current events so that they will understand that 
they do not live In a vacuum. 

To do this, we work primarily with their own teachers, 
because %#e believe that those teachers are best qualified to 
relate the lessons of history to the problems their students 
experience from day to day. I may be a poor teacher for 
Hispanic students In East Los Angeles, but I and ray colleagues 
at Facing History can work together with the teachers In East 
Los Angeles and elsewhere who are looking for ways to bring the 
lessons of history home to their ^classrooms. Last summer, at a 
Facing History workshop In Boston, a acher from Texas 
approached roe after a discussion and said, simply, **l 
understand this better now.** That's why we do what do. 

All this costs money. We pay our staff — most of whom 
are former teachers and administrators themselves — modestly, 
but the money has to com from somewhere, we are fortiinate In 
having been able to raise some funds privately, and we will 
continue to do so, but the loss of dissemination fiindlng 
through the Department of Education's National Diffusion 
Network has hurt. We are particularly disappointed In the 
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funding cutoff because the Facing History curriculum had 
received such outstanding marks from the professional educators 
who had reviewed it and from those in the Department who had 
worked roost closely with us. I respectfully urge this 
subcomnittee to use its oversight responsibilities to see that 
the Department's decision is thoroughly scrutinized. 

Over 40 years ago. Justice Robert H. Jackson, chief 
American prosecutor at the trial of the major Nazi war 
criminals at Nuremburg, told the International Military 
Tribunal, **The wrongs which we seek to condemn and punir.h have 
been so calculated, so malignant and so devastating that 
civilization cannot tolerate their being ignored because it 
cannot survive their being repeated." 

The purpose of education is to drive out ignorance, where 
the malignancies of bigotry and hatred flourish. This is not a 
job for us as Jews or Christians, as black or white, as 
liberals or conservatives. It is a job for us as Americans. 
We believe we can do it, because we cannot afford to believe 
anything else. Pleo live us, and more importantly the 
teachers in our ccninv ities — your coniminities the support 
we need. 
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Ms. Strom. Would you also put in the record the letters of teach- 
ers, parents, and students which appear in a packet we brought 
with us that is available for you and I might add these parents, 
these students and administrators come from schools in Albuquer- 
que and south ivest of Califor.iia, and Chicago and Memphis, TN, 
the Smokey Mountains, across the country. 

[The letters referred to are in app. 1, p. 106.] 

Ms. Strom. I could sing tne song to you from coast-to-coast. I 
would also like to recognize, if you would, the people who are in 
this room, persons who speak in classrooms ~ cross the country, one 
of whom, Leon Bass, recently spoke when President Reagan spoke 
at the Holocaust Memorial Council's laying of a cornerstone for the 
U.S. Holocaust Museum. 

This man is one of the men who gees into the classrooms where 
often there are more police in the classroom hallways than there 
are teachers. He has visited in South Boston High School for 
Facing History often. 

Mr. Weiss. I have heard you speak. Thank you. 

Ms. Strom. He was at Buchenwald as an American soldier in 
World War II and goes into a classroom where people ask is this 
our history and he discusses that question with them. He has been 
in Mempl is and Palm Beach, Philadelphia, and so on. 

Other ^wOple in this office come from Virginia and Maryland. 
They are regional coordinators, people who have seen Facing Histo- 
ry in action and I appreciate the colleagueship and their support 
here. 

I also want to thank you for showing the video tape of Facing 
History and that is where I will begin and end very quickl; , so I 
can answer your questions. 

ihe video tape that you saw was a short visit to Facing History. 
It gives you some idea of how we allow teachers to come to semi- 
nars, to institutes and workshops to sit with people from the 
clergy, parents and often young students from junior high and high 
school and college to learn about this history, to think about a 
methodology and then to decide what kind of program they would 
like to take back to their own school community. 

It is veiy important that you know that there is no packaged cur- 
riculum. Facing History and Ourselves produces a miniencyclope- 
dia; \se call it a resource book because text books have b^n 
dumbed down and are inadequate. In that resource book we repro- 
duce the comments of teachers, students, gentiles, Jews, blacks, 
whites and it is continually revised with the comments of the par- 
ents, adults and teachers. 

y/e also give the scholarship of the history— the latest scholar- 
ship, if we can, on such issues as America's involvement, why did 
Truman insist on the Nuremberg trials, what relevance does this 
history have to the Cambodian genocide. How do people under- 
stand anything about what is going on in the Soviet Union now 
without understanding this history. 

So it serves as a resource book for teachers, students and, again, 
it is not mandated, not required. Some teachers will choose materi- 
als from it to create their own course. 

We also house a library of materials that teachers cannot afford, 
materials that have come from television shows. For instance. Bill 
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Moyer's materials such as "A Walk Through the Twentieth Centu- 
ry*' and a video tape of Myan Angelo talking about going into a 
clafisroom to tap children's creativity to see them as moral philoso- 
phers, materials that Alfred Hitchcock edited for the Britt'h when 
the British and others took extermination camp fUm and brought 
it to the public light. 

We can bring those materials to classrooms. Teachers do not 
have those in their own libraries. Facing His ory's library is na- 
tional and international and we get private sup^. jrt for that library 
and for those materials and for that kind of a dissemination effort. 

We applied to the National Diffusion Network believing that we 
were asking for our fair share. We applied according to its regula- 
tion. 

We were told in 1988, this last application, that history had been 
chosen as a No. 3 priority, and that Secretary Bennett believed 
deeply in history and ethics. We were encouraged to apply and 
promised fair review this time. 

We did indeed apply for the third time in the past 5 years. We 
feel rather brutilized by those comments. 

The idea that a re\iewer could in their misguided relativism sug- 
gest that we should ive former Nazis or the Nazi point of view 
represented in the way that I understand Christina Price suggests 
is absolutely inappropriate. 

I might suggest that most of the film footage that we use in the 
classroom was the Nazi film footage which they took to document 
the Third Reich, such films of the Warsaw Ghetto, for example, 
were documented by the Nazis and it is that kind of film footage 
used. The Nazi film documents when Hitler asked Eva Braun hov/ 
did you like "Gone With the Wind," we have that to take into the 
classroom. 

We did not create that film and neither did the American sol- 
diers. That film was created by the Nazis so perhaps that is the 
Nazi point of view. 

I might also suggest \o you that when one visits Facing History, 
one also visits children in Hispanic communities who are sitting in 
isolation in classrooirs with teachers who feel very burned out. 
These ti^achers who have said to us the reason they have stayed in 
teaching; is because Facing History has nrade a difference. 

I might also suggest to you if you wera to walk into one of those 
schools in the urban neighborhoods of Boston, you might also like 
to walk out, but some of those teachers have told us that they are 
staying there and teaching because Facing History has been able to 
support them. 

When Facing History comes into a school system, it invites the 
librarian, guidance person, the art teacher and those other school 
personnel to go to create a course. As professionals they have found 
a way to integrate materials and be truly interdisciplinary. As a 
result, students are asked at the end of the course to think about 
how people memorialize events in history. 

During that time they try to figure out why George Washington 
is dressed in a toga in frr-nt of the Senate and talk about monu- 
ments. They talk about t^e Vietnam Memorial, what kind of con- 
troversy was there about chis monument. 
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Then they look at the memorials throughout Europe to the con- 
centration camps and then they discuss how education can be a 
living memorial, a kind of monument. 

Art teachers come into the class and deal v^'i^h propaganda and 
so o.-^. I would love to be able to continue thuugh this walk- 
through of Facing History, but I think the best thing I can do is 
end with two things— actually three. 

One is that I would like to request help from the Congress, from 
you. Chairman Weiss, in discovering some type of funding so those 
schools that we applied for could indeed get the services of Facing 
History. 

We are talking about schools in the past who applied to use 
Facing History that serve underserved children. We could not find 
foundations in their local neighborhoods and their schools to sup- 
port their requests. 

We could not find funding for them and they could not find fund- 
ing. We are talking about people from rural Maine who asked for 
this program, people from Albuquerque, NM, who said it dealt with 
the needs that they had because of racial tension and bigotry and 
intolerance and we are talking about schools in urban areas that 
could not find support— and had underserved populations and 
could not get this funding. 

So I would like to request your help in getting this funding or an 
&<^surance that there will be fair funding opportunity for Facing 
Hif tory and fair review. 

u3Cond, I would like to end with just two more thiogs. The 
second one would be the notion one of the philosophers who has 
documented this history, Hannah Arendt, said she sat ai the Eich- 
man trial and saw what she saw as the ultimate Socratic evil: 
Thoughtlessness, and she raised the question after sitting at Eich- 
man's trial, what if we could get people to abstain from evil by get- 
ting them to think about thinking, putting themselves in other per- 
son s shoes, seeing the world through another person and other 
people's lens. 

I suggest this is one of the guiding principles of Facing History, 
we really hope that junior high school students will begin to move 
from the concrete thinking that they have been doing to begin to 
include some of the abstract thinking that will help them under- 
stand the violence that they see on television, the violence that 
they see around them and they will be able to think about how 
thev can move from perhaps beii^g prejudiced and intolerant to 
making a difference and being tolerant and I think the quotations 
we have submitted here will show that students do, in fact, move to 
becoming a better citizen in a democratic society. 

Finally, I would like to end with a very short poem. This is a 
poem that a principal gives to a teacher at the beginning of every 
school year and he puts this poem in the mailbox. 

It says, "Dear teacher: I am a survivor of a concentration camp. 
My eyes saw what no man should witness, gas chambers built by 
learned engineers, children poisoned by educated physicians, in- 
fants killed by trained nurses, women and babies shot and burned 



"So I am suspicious of education. My request is help your stu- 
dents become human. Your efforts must never pnxluce learned 
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monsters, skilled psychopaths educated Eichmans. Reading, writ- 
ing, arithmetic are important only if they serve to make our chil- 
dren more humane/' 

I might suggest we also believe children should read, write, and 
do their math. In fact, we have children look at the lesson plans of 
Nazi Germany where children were asked to draw Semitic features 
of the Jewish children who were in the art class and later when 
the Jewish children were removed from class, they were asked to 
find the perfect Aryian and draw that person. We have videotaped 
the memories of a child who was in that class talking about the 
anxiety he had when his teacher didn't look like the perfect Aryian 
and he didn't know how to get the assignment correct. Erica Mann, 
daughter of Thomas Mann, has documented those early Nazi lesson 
plans. 

We look at the capabilities of government to commit genocide 
and then we think about our students learning about the violence 
around them and on television and we say we have an obligation to 
try to help them become better citizens. 

Tliank you. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you both very much. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Strom follows:] 
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My name is Margot Stem Strom, Executive Director of 
Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation, Inc. 
Thank you for permit'tlng me to talk with you today about 
Facing History and Ourselves and Its quest for fair 
treatment from the Department of Education. 

Facing History and Ourselves was founded In 1976 to 
bring an interdisciplinary teacher training history program 
to educators who wanted their students to learn about the 
dangers of bigotry, racial rnd ethnic prejudice, and 
intolerance in a society. Facing History uses the history 
of the Holocaust to educate students and teachers about the 
meaning of human dignity, morality, law, citizenship and 
human behavior and to help them make connections between 
history and their o%m lives. The lessons provided by this 
piece of 20th century history about bigotry, dehumanization, 
ths roots of violence, individual and collective 
responsibility are examined fr^ illuminate the role 
individual citizens have in a democracy to preserve 
justice. When students learn, for example, that one of the 
12 persons put to death at Nuremburg, Julius Strlecher 
editor Of a hate promoting magazine, was indicted for 
turning neighbor against neighbor, breaking the moral 
backbone of a citizenry, they begin to question the power of 
words. Violence takes on additional meaning. Through 
inquiry, analysis and interpretation, students examine 
actual choices made ^n history. Events no longer seem 
inevitable) as they confront the range of possible responses 
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at any given time. By lookiiig at Germany in the 1920s and 
1930s as an example of democratic processes gone awry, 
students begin to explore the roots of hatred, tha impi t of 
propaganda, the effect of peer pressure, and the concept of 
unthinking obedience. 

The Facing History program is based '*^on an ancient and 
rigorous approach to citizenship education. We encourage 
teachers to see their students as active learners who 
explore connections between what t^ey learn In the classroom 
and the hoices they must make in every day life. They need 
teachers who can facilitate the kind of thinking and 
judgment which will stay with them for the rest of their 
lives. 

Throughout the i^acing History program we suggest a 

method of inquiry which stimulates students to examine and 

re-eramine their assumptions and the assumptions of others 

so they ccn make the type of informed choices necessary for 

preserving our democratic institutions. Socrates recognized 

the importance of this kind of education for the citizenry 

in anci nt Athens. Hannah Arendt saw it as a necersary pre 

condition for civilized life in the 20th century. And the 

Superintendent of the School Department in York, Maine in a 

letter to Assistant Secretary Chester Finn speaks to the 

value ot this approach in his community, 

I proudly refei' to it as an example of our 
Si .ool system's effort to teach relevant 
historical content in fhe context of basic moral 
Quastions which face civilization now and in the 
next century Just as surely as they faced 
civilization in the .middle third of the prest^nt 
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century. I honestly believe the Facing History 
curriculum to be one of our best elforts to 
produce the kind of educatloi. In the humanities 
that you and Secretftry Bennett would want to see 
In our high schools. 

The curriculum Is balanced and objective 
primarily because It challenges students to 
consider the relevance of the historical events of 
the Holocaust to the social and political context 
of our present day. The curriculum takes no 
polltlcel stand on these modem Issues other than 
forcefully raising the great moral questions 
Inherent In the course. 



From Its vei/ beginning. Facing Hlstor*/ las provided a 
teacher rra nlng model that Involves all edu<. coro in a 
school. Principals, librarians, cmld-inca counselors, art 
and humanities teachers, along with parents a.>'' community 
leaders participate In our %rarkPhop& and Institutes which 
are designee to help secondary schools and students explore 
tMs history and Its Implications. Through adult educ itlon 
workshops, special conferences and seminars. Facing History 
reaches out to Invite thv^ full participation of the 
community. 

Since 1976, the Facing History program has reached 
thousands of teachers and hundreds of thousands of student i 

^ 46 states, from Inner city schools In Boston, Chicago, 
Memphis, and Los Angeles, to suburban schools districts In 
Illinois to rural schools In Maine, New Mexico, East 
Tennessee, etc. Facing History has been used successfully 
In a wide vaxletv of settings: mainstream public and private 
schools; *nner-clty schools with p -pulatlons primarily from 
socloeconomlcally disadvantaged groups; drop-out and 
alternative programs; special needs programs. It has proved 
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rttpllcii^lo, cost effective and responsive to local needs. 
Between 1977 and 1980, with the help of federal funds under 
ESEA Title IV Facing History developed its original 
resource materials, crained teachers and began implementing 
the program in the New England ^rea. At the end of three 
yeais of monitoring and evaluation, in 1980, the program was 
validated by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel' as an 
exemplary icodel and a program worthy of dissemination across 
the country, and recertified in 1985. 

Feeing History provides schools and teachers with a 
wide variety oi instructional materials including resource 
manuals, audio visual materials, excerpts from scholarly 
works ani bibliographies. Equally important, we offer 
e'1av»t;<r8 the chance to come together to meet historians and 
researchers and discuss the latest scholarship and ideas 
about educating srudents to become active participants in a 
democracy . 

The Facing History program focuses on a watershed 
p,iriod of history — the 1930a and 1940s in Europe. Facing 
History has selected this recent, well-documented historical 
moment, the era of World War II and the Holocaust, as the 
core jf its program to help jeachers teach this period in a 
more comprehensive manner. Although this history continues 
to capture the imaginati-^n of millions of Americans, as 
reflected in the amount of scholarship, literature, films 
and television shows relating to it, it is rarely examined 
in-depth in the classroom or in teac^iers' education. 
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Pacing Hlstcry explores the failure of democracy in the 
Weiaar Republic, the rise of totalitarianism and the 
genocide of World War II to help students think critically 
sbout the opportxinities for prevention, the significance of 
citizen participation in democratic institutions and the 
role of individuals and groups in government, economics, 
socisl systems and religion during the decades of choice 
before Afflerici>. entered World War II. American presidents 
and American Institutions i.isisted on bringing Judgment to 
Nuremburg. Now, forty years later, many American educators 
are seeking infomation about this history to m,^e it part 
of their students education. 

Like other classic periodc in history studied in 
American clsssroons, such as the French Revolution, the 
Industrisl Revolution of England and the Renaissance of 
Europe, the study of the World War ii period lends itself to 
an interdisciplinary spprosch. Teschers who turn to 
Shakespesre to enhance the lessons of history .<nd to 
illuminate questions of 70wor, human behavicr and ethics 
find a similar approach availablc< through the Facing History 
and Ourselves program. Stttuents participate in learning 
aci-ivities in social studies, literature and art with a 
concentration on devel(>ping reading, trriting, discussion, 
and problem solving ski.^ls. 

The Facing History program offers seminars and 
institutes for educators who choose to select this rich 
historical period to develop a progran ^o match the needs of 
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thttlr local AChool system and communities. With Facing 
History stef^, teachers design a program which may 
supplement or enrich their existing Junior high or high 
school curricula. In workshops and follow-up sessions, 
teachers choose from a range of resource materials: a mini- 
encyclopedia style resource book for teachers and/or 
students, providing historical documentation and 
introductory materials; an annotated 

bibliography/ filmography for teachers, librarians and media 
specialists; articles; case studies of teachers using the 
program and material to guide teachers in the use of 
videotapes in the teaching of history. 

The broader definition of history embraced in the 
Fscing History program engages students of all ages. Yet it 
has particular attraction for adolescents. The lives of 
students in this age group are centered in peer groups and 
mutual relationships. They struggle with issues of trust, 
loyalty, and responsibility as individuals within groups « 
If a Holocaust program is to be an integral part of the 
social studies curriculum for this age group, it must 
suppc :t and challenge students as they are beginning to see 
themselves as unique individuals, but at the same time boys 
and girls who desperately need to belong. Such a program 
must help students whose nev?ly discovered notions of 
subjectivity raise the problem of differing perspectives, 
competing "truths", the need to understand motives and 
consider the intentions of and the abilities of themselves 
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and others. Adolescence is a time of major developmen<-il 
transitions. The sort of moral reasoning which ought to be 
a basic cooponsnt of adolescent education and which is 
integral to Facing History, nourishes critical, 
intellectual, social antf ethical development. In our view. 
Facing History's content is relevant for it corresponds to 
adolescents* emerging awareness of society and how it works. 

Through the use of historical material presented in 
readings, films and through the eyes of witnesses who visit 
classes as resource speakers, students becor.ie awaie of the 
layers of influence and the range of factors that affect 
their own lives. 

For example, students read the actual les,^ons plans 
from Nazi Germany, which were documented by Erica Mann. 
They learn about the art lesson which asked children in a 
Nazi German ;;lass to draw the non- Aryan features of a Jewish 
classmate. Students then watch a video excerpt of a 
Holocaust su^ /or retelling the humiliation he experienced 
in one of lese classes. He remembers not being able to 
turn to anyone for help--principal, teacher, police. (This 
is O'le of the many video clips made available to Facing 
History from the Yale archives and which is now part of a 
companion manual to the resource book. ) Finally, students 
listen to a resource speaker who was raised as a Jehovah's 
Witness and later Joined the Nazi youth after her father was 
taken away by the Gestapo. Through this varied use of 
primary source documents and resource speakers students 
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realize how precious the freedoms we have in our own 
democracy are. They are asked to tninK about what 
conatitutes the fundamental beliefs and institutions in the 
United states which guarantee freedom and Justice for all. 

Throughout the program students are encouraged to 
relate the history to their own lives. For instance, while 
they are studying the chapter on "Preparing for Obedience", 
they consider the roles that education and mass media play 
in shaping their attitudes and behavior. Reading about the 
response of foreign nations to the Holocaust, they wonder 
what adults in their own famnies and neighborhoods were 
doing during World War ii. At the close of the course they 
begin thinking about specific ways in which they can make a 
difference and prevent the abuse of human rights that 
occurred in the Hitler era. 

A high school teacher, who has worked with Facing 
History since its origins, identifies how the program's 
approach addreaaes the students* needs: 

Facing History and Ourselves is a curriculum that 
honors duality; process and product, head and 
heart, history and ethics. 

Facing History continually revises its materials, we 
monitor and gather the responses of teachers and students to 
the materials so that we can better adapc our program to the 
needa of their communities. Soi e teachers use a Journal as 
a way of documenting the progress of the course for their 
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8tud«nt8 and themselves. They record their thinking as they 
ponder their confrontation with this history. 

In some classes, students too keep journals. They 
respond to readings, films and speakers, writing entries 
that reflect self -dialogue, individual viewn on subjects and 
questions about Issues that have sparked their curiosity 
during the course. For one stuaent, the journal was a 
"daily reminder so that when class didn't meet or there was 
no time to discuss something we wanted to, we held our class 
with our journals." 

Not only does every student have his or her own 
thoughts about the Facing History experience, but parents 
too record their thoughts. Often we receive letters from 
parents telling us what they think their child got out of 
the Facing Hisi-ory course. This is an excerpt from on such 
letter. 

As my daughter's graduation from high school 
approaches, we have been talking about the high 
and low points of her years at school, in fourteen 
years of school, one experience stands out 
overwhelmingly as the most valuable, the time 
spent in "Facing Hiacory and Ourselves" when she 
was in the eighth grade 

In no other course was she exposed to real 
dilemmas as complex and challenging. In no other 
course has she been inspired to use the whole of 
her spiritual, moral, and intellectual resources 
to solve a problem. In no other course has she 
leen so sure that the task mattered serxously for 
hkv development as a responsible parson. 

...When she took the course in eighwh grade 
Shu found it hard to respect many adults even 
harder to talk with them. Facing Histoi-y enlarged 
her abili^ to discuss major issues in a calm and 
serious way. . . 

The journal-keeping and parent involvement 
aspects of the course opened many continuing 
conversations, from which we have all benefited. 
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1 want you and others responsible for the 
Sc^ll2h?::°\Jj'"* " J""^"" have dInMf 

HlStS?^ ^ ^ Facing 

Feedback from students, teachers, and parents suggests 
that ihe Facing History program is accomplls.ving its gcals 
m a variety of educational settings, m some cases, the 
influence Is subtle with students obs.,rvlng that they have 
begun to think differently about stereotypes and racial 
Slurs and will find It harder to be passive bystanders when 
they witness acts or words of brutality, m other 
instances, the changes have been dramatic enough to compel 
the students to vow that they will take direct steps to 
combat prejudice and Intolerance m their communities. 

Teachers often report that their students relate i.«,e« 
raised In this program to their own lives. Each nay register 
the impact at a different point. There i« one point, 
however, at which it is virtually Impossible for 
participants to avoid confronting issue, very close to home: 
any discussion on racism, prejudice or discrimination, Ir. 
the context of a Facing History unit almost Invariably draws 
parallels to racism within our own society, especially 
within our schools and neighborhoods. 

in all probability, racial slurs, graffiti and fights 
within the schools and neighborhoods where students have 
studied the Holocaust and Human Behavior will continue. 
Nevertheless, program evaluations have demonstrated that 
students and teacher, m the program gain an expanded 
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awareness of Justice issues. One small, but telling 
indication of the power of the program, occurred when a 
student taking Facing History eraseO a swastika from his 
notebook . 

The Facing History program helps revitalize teachers 
and provide them with information and ideas for their own 
professional and personal growth as well as for direct 
classroom use. In addition, through its extensive mailing 
list and regular quarterly newsletter. Facing History keeps 
teachers up to date on the development of the program, new 
materials, and relevant conferences. 

I must now turn to the tJiree recent attempts by Facing 
History to receive federal f .ading from the Department of 
Education. In October of 1986, Facing History submitted a 
proposal for funding. At a conference of National Diffusion 
Network projects in January of 1987, I was told that the 
panelists who reviewed the Facing History proposal reported 
extremely negative comments on the content of the proposal. 
I also learned that a pilot significance panel had been 
instituted to review our proposal in addition to the 
technical review panel. I received copies of the reviews. 
The comments were beyond my imagination. I met informally 
with Educat*.on Department officials who said they were 
embarrassed by the nature of the reviews and they encouraged 
Facing History to reapply and promised a fair review, xa 
July of 1987, we submitted another proposal. In late July, 
I was called by a reporter who toie me that our proposal had 
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cnce again been denied. The coniments zf the reviewers of 
the two proposals were sunuiarized in a September i987 
article in Education Week. They included the claim that the 
project "lacks balance"; that it used the same methods to 
change the i-h^nking of students that Hitler and Goebbels 
used to propagandize the German people; that the program did 
not present the Nazi point of view nor that of the Klu Klux 
Klan, and that while the program may be appropriate for a 
limited religious audience, it was not suitable for 
widespread distribution to the schools of the nation.- At 
my request to the Department, l received the scores of Vab 
reviews of the first year of the Official Program 
Sigr.ificance Panel in 1987. It appears as if the scores tor 
most projects were in the 80 's, a few with lower scores, we 
received « very low score and 2 of 5 panelists said it 
wasn't appropriate for dissemination. My professional 
association, the National Dissemination Study Group, 
concluded that the significance panel which had generated 
these reviews were an ideological screen to permit the 
Department to deny funding to Facing History. My own 
reading of the comments showed an extraordinarily narrow 
bias on the part of the reviewers. 

Phyllis Schlafly in an August lo, 1987 letter to 
William Kristol, Chief of staff at the U.S. Depart.aent of 
Education, expressed her opposition to Facing History. The 
quotations she selected and the comments about Facing 
History are taken out of context, it is remarkable that the 
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reviews of the 1986 and 1987 panelists would have ended our 
hopes for fair treatment by the Department of Education. We 
do not teach relativism, but the application of basic 
values— good Is good and evil Is evil — In the complex and 
challenging situations which characterize life In modem 
civilization. 

The historic realities of the Nazi era stimulate a 
response In students totally In keeping with the decision at 
Nuremburg that blind obedience to evil or dictated authority 
Is wrong. For example, we do not dsbble In the misguided 
relativism of one of the reviewers who would give equal 
voice to the Nazi and Klan points of view because we firmly 
believe In liberty and justice for alii We are secure in 
our belief that these criticisms do not represent a balanced 
view of the educational Issuas we as teachers and citizens 
must confront. 

At a National Diffusion Network Conference In February 
of 1988, Ron Preston, Deputy Secretary of the Office of 
Education apologized for the treatment of Facing History In 
the 1986 and 1987 panels. I met with Mr. Preston after his 
speech, and he told me that he was personally embarrassed by 
the review process. He encouraged Facing History to apply 
again for Federal funds, promised a fair process of review, 
and encouraged me to make It a strong proposal. Zo Facing 
History reapplied for the third time The news during the 
following weeks was Increasingly distressing. I heard that 
Shirley Curry was Insisting that Facing History not be 
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funded, and that In order to bypass the vary high raviaws 
which the proposal this tlaa racalvad froa panallsts, tha 
irhola catagory through which wa wara applying would be 
dropped. In July, I wrote to Shirley Curry asking for an 
Inquiry Into the review of the proposal. In Septeaber I 
recelveo a latter Informing »e that funds for Facing Hlatory 
were being denied. 

The 1988 regulations invited proposals in the history 
category, in fact, the category was #3 in tenaa of priority. 
They also announcad that funding for projecta not previously 
funded waa a priority, i underatand that a large percentage 
of projecta funded in 1988 were projecta that had previously 
received ndn funding. Facing History should have received 
funding bacauae: l) it acored let in an area that was the 
#3 priority for 1988 2) We aver received NDN funding 
previously 3) We received the highest peer reviawa. 

The peer review panel was conposed of reputable 

educatora from across the country. Their overall asaeasaenta 

were consistently high. One panelist said, 

Thia is Clearly one of the blue-ribbon 
currlculua projects in the country today. There la 
an admirable focua upon recorded history and a 
philosophical , literary, and artiatic expression 
thereof, unlike the 'valuea education" of SiMon at 
al, which aatabllahas an ethical no-aan'a land 
which la totally ralativistic, students have aoral 
discussions about real aventa and real people. 
Moreover, teachers are prompted to review their 
scholarahip ao they participate in this program... 

Our program does not provide Utopian political 
aolutlons for our sx idents. tie regard our program as pro- 
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dwnocratlc and pro- American. While not part of tho program, 
members of the staff staunchly believe in the easentxci 
goodness of the tow political system. 

Somm reviews in this search for funding have criticized 
our program for concentrating on the horrors of the 
Holocaust and not including within the program history 
dealing with the depravity of certain left-wing 
dictatorships, such as the mass execution committee led by 
the followers of Pol Pot and Stalin. Our intent is not to 
single out right or left wing dictatorships for criticism, 
nor do we intend to teach a course categorizing each episode 
of mans inhumanity to man for the purpose of examining the 
horrific consequences of unchecked prejudice. We are not 
politicians, nor philosophers, we are educators who believe 
that schools can serve a valuable role in helping eradicate 
the vestigious of prejudice and bigotry from American 
society, and that the history of the Holocaust — a history 
that until recently was left out of our textbooks and 
classrooms — offers a powerful lesson in this regard. 

We've gained support from Jews and 3entiles, 
Republicans and Democrats, who share our view that racism 
and bigotry can b<i a corrosive force, even in the most 
advanced socie^iies. I hope that you share our views and 
vision. 

Let me close with this message wliich a school principal 
sent to all teachers in his cchool at the beginning of the 

^ ...... 




I «■ « wurvivor of a concntration camp. My 
•yM what no man ahould witnasa. 

Gas chambara built by laam^d angineers, 

Childrm poiaonad by a^catad phyaicians, 

intanta klllad by trained nuraaa, 

Wommn and 2>abiaa ahot and bumad by high school 
and collaga graduataa. 

So, I am auMPicioua of aducation, 

Hy raquaat ia: salp your students bacoma 
numan. Your afforta moat nmvar produca laamad 
monatara, akillad paychopatha, aducatad Eichmanna. 

Raading, writing, aritbmatic are important only 
It tAay aarva to maka our childran mora humana. 
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Mr. Weiss. Let me start off by asking you to respond to the state- 
ments made by Dr. Curry that the applications were rejected be- 
cause they scored too very low. What is your response to that? 

Ms. Strom. One of my responses to the 1988 application reviews 
is that I have now, through the Freedom of Information Act, is to 
note that one of those reviews which Dr. Curry refers to with the 
number 89, has a note from one reviewer written at the bottom of 
the review which says, "I have never done this before. I don t know 
how to put this in perspective. I would like to give this the highest 
score of anything but I scored my second one so much lower m 
please keep this^n perspective. This should be the highest scored 
blue ribbon project." , 

I also understand that we scored the highest m the history cate- 
gory. My response is that I am dismayed. I truly believe the wer 
review process was going to work this time. It was promised by Ron 
Preston that it would. . 

Ron Preston was also relieved of his duty while he stood in sup- 
port of Facing History to make sure we received this fair peer 
review. After he was removed I understand the category was 
dropped. I am dismayed. t , «i. 

Mr. McCoNKEY. In the earlier rounds and before 1988, I think it 
is clear from the documents that we have received, also through 
Freedom of Information, that the grant reviewers were selected by 
Dr. Curry, and we believe they entered with biases about how the 
reviews would be done. v 

Whether or not they were instructed how to do that or did that 
entirely on their own is unclear, but it appears as if there was a 
very careful selection of the reviewers. 

I believe that this year, because of the publicity created previous- 
ly, because of the Congress telling Dr. Finn that they were moni- 
toring the peer review process, that they were careful to select 
good peer reviewers with credentials, with experience, with knowl- 
edge in history, civics, and geography, substantive areas, and as a 
result. Facing History received a very good and very adequate 
review. 

Not only are there a series of at least 14 projects that I count 
that have been funded this year that received review scores, aver- 
age review scores, below, in some cases well below. Facing History's 
average review score of 89, but as Margot suggested. Facing Histo- 
ry was No. 1 ranked in the category that liad already been identi- 
fied as a priority for the Department. 

Ms. Strom. May I add one thing? Facing History never received 
an apology, a firm statement regarding those scurrilous, ill found- 
ed, brutal reviews. The story that Shirley Curry referred to you 
that was in the newspaper that she said came to light unfortunate- 
ly, came to light 1 year later so the reviews of 1986 and Christina 
Price, I understand Christina Price has been interviewed recently 
and she said the Department was very proud of her reviews and 
never scolded her, never said they felt them inappropriate and only 
until 1 year later when the journalists discovered it, the press, did 
these reviews come to light and did the press write the story but 
Facing History was never apologized to. 

In fact, when I went to meet with Shirley Curry at a National 
Diffusion Network Advisory Council— I represent the unfunded 
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projecto-I spoke with her. Incidentally, I want to return her com- 

f^A ' f ^^^I t^ckground. At our meeting I said to her informal- 
ly I do not understand what is going on here. These comments are 

that Secretary Bennett believes m. Can you please tell me what to 
do before I reapplv again? 
She said, call PhylTis Schlafly. I indeed did that. She gave me her 
"'f"^^'" ^ Phyllis Schlafly and PhylS 

S?i!ll,^?^f^^.i°.S?A'l?^ ^^on'-en^s that sh^e is 



?f?^" i t u i^? History was dangerous and that was the end 
of that and she had that type of influence. 

Mr. Wiass. She also said in the course of her response to her 
n-ST f¥u ehmination of certa;ii categories for funding was 
usual, that there was nothing unusual about that. Mr McConkev 
would vou comment on that? mw^nxey, 

™; Ou^^experience over the years in that process is 

S& ^ follows There ar« nearly 400 projects that have been 
validated, approved for dissemmation throughout NDN. Thev are 
P"^"** applications for funding as developer demon- 
sb^tors. There are some 60 project content categories. Obviously, 
with a very limitod amount of money aveilableVthe project S 

5l^„f°lSi;?f T"^ *° "^^e a decision ^ach yS- 

about whether to go through a very arduous p-ocess of preparine 
an extensive giant application. f or preparmg 

" easiej" hy declaring in advance that 
certam categon«i have a priority, "rfiose prionties have shifted 
8hm from Commissioner of Education toS 
Education and to new Secretary of Education. So Secre- 
o T the Federal Register each year 

^ application for developer demon- 

i^^f T ^T""^ ^ predecessor's. This year, as 

Hi?f5°* "lu^S' geography, and civics category was 

^ of priority categories. The li^g helps 

make appuSion^"'°"^ whether it is worth their while to 

Now, m years past, as we have reviewed the processes there 
have been occasioM when a priority was listed, pro^teSme in 
and then no mdividual proiects wer^ funded in lhat SS^^ bS,' 
the only mP.«ices, m searchmg our records, that we canfmd when 
i*w ^""f cases where there were simply no prTecte 
SS^'^ w^f high enougVscoreS. i thoSS 

JSSSrti there ^ lePt"n«te for t i Department to fund no 

KrJXr^fSi^ei^^ -""^ - rankSplS'tSS 

thI?»fo^!^^°'"f"^if?'^.®' i? ^ decision there were six projects 
that have been funded m the science category, iust as one exaii^ 
vl^Tll^t^^f^ funded, three had scores tLt were lower than 
FWmg History s in its history, geography, and civics category. 
Sfi?"™^? "^"^^^ have happened is: given limited fundsf the 
highest ranked projects m the science category-the first thre^ ^ 
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ceived average scores of 93, 92, and 89— would have been funded 
and, then, with the rc^maining money, they would go to another 
category that had also ;>een identified, like science, as a priority, in 
this case history, geography, and civics, and funded the highest 
ranked one or two projects there, and across the board, and so on. 

This is the only case we have observed over the years where an 
entire category had acceptable and highly rated projects, and yet it 
was eliminated. 

Mr. Weiss. In the course of Dr. Curry's testimony in response to 
questions, she said that what sne found most objectionable about 
Facing History was the fact that the age group to which it was ad- 
dressed was too young. She said that these were, I think she said, 
eighth and ninth graders and she felt those people were too young 
and she cited an author. Dr. Shur, I guess, and her cohort she said. 

Tell us about how you develop the age level to aim this program 
and what the general sense is in the professional field about that. 

Ms. Strom. I understand Dr. Shur was also one of the reviewers 
on our last review. We had three reviewers and they decided to add 
a fourth at the last, added her review. 

Facing History was developed originally under ESEA, title IV, 
part C funds in the 1970's. As a requirement for th^t funding you 
had to have an evaluation component during the developmental 
years, 3 years if you are able to continue to get funding. We, as 
junior high school teachers, piloted this program in our own class- 
rooms. Ihe original two teachers were history teachers and took 
them into our own junior high school classrooms. As it began to 
move outside of our classrooms to other classrooms, we also used it 
in junior high school and ninth grade clasSiOoms across the State, 
all the time evaluating and monitoring through parent-teacher 
journals, student journals, and instruments that were deemed ap- 
propriate to monitor childrens' tliinking and childrens' understand- 
ing of the material. 

Our experience has been, and I feel the same way as any adult, 
who expresses the feeling that any time it is too hard to learn pain- 
ful history but the reality is as the recent Atlantic Monthly article 
on leamir' history discusses history is about both good and evil. 
We indeed found if we were not to teach these junior high school 
students the things that happened for the evil as well as good then 
they indeed would have disdain for their teachers or disdain for 
their text books. They would learn it later and feel apathetic that 
they had not been trusted. We had decided during the developmen- 
tal stage to allow the teacher v/ho decides to take this history the 
opportunity to create the curriculum that works best for their par- 
ticular class and their children. 

I will end my comments by telling you that most of the students 
teach their teachers. Teachers go in with a great deal of apprehen- 
sion. They are teaching a piece of history they were not taught in 
their own classrooms. Thev find that junior nigh school students 
are indeed moral philosophers. They are thinking and struggling 
with issues of peer pressure and loyalty and obedience and these 
are the very issues this history is about. 

Those junior high school students feel at the end of the course 
that this course must be taught and that it has been appropriate 
for them. Vfe have had very, very few— I can't think of the names 
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on my hand of people who have criticized this program except from 
Phyllis Schlafly and Christina Price. We did in the first year have 
a parent who did not want this taught to their junior high school 
student and when we went to meet with the parent; it .urned out 
the parent was a Holocaust survivor and felt she didn't want her 
children to know about the story, which was interesting and unex- 
pected. 

Mr. Weiss. In the course of the question period, Dr. Manno, I 
think, said in response to a question that although there are some 
programs which would have been disadvantage because of the 
lack of Federal support. Facing History, in his judgment, is not one 
of those, that in fact Facing History does quite well in raising 
funds from other sources. 

Would you address whether, in fact, the program has been ad- 
versely affected by the failure of Federal funding and the extent to 
which it has been affected, if it has been adversely affected, and 
how programs are currently funded? 

Ms. Strom. When I originally found out the reviews in 1986, I 
did not use them. I didn't want the press to know about them. I 
barely wanted my staff to know about them. They were dishearten- 
ing, painful, brutal, ill founded and there was such a misguided de- 
scription of what Facing History does I just wanted to put them 
away and say either these are ludicrous or let's not pay any atten- 
tion and for 1 year I did do that. 

Some people, in fact, at the Department of Education said to me 
those comments must have been helpful to you. You could use 
them for fundraising. We are not fundraisers. We are educators. 
We spend our time writing curriculum, visiting classrooms. We do 
not spend our time nor want to spend our time fundraising. Facing 
Ifistory, however, has a track record of being able to find support 
within the school, if possible, or outside the school in a corporation, 
to fund some of the programs. 

However, these particular programs that we apply to the Nation- 
al Diffusion Network were unfunded programs, underserved pro- 
grams. They were desenang programs. They asked for, met the cri- 
teria and deseived to be served. I think the comments were very 
confusing for our constituency. 

Many people don t know how to read the headlines very well and 
you have a headline that savs Facing History is biased and unfair 
to Nazis you have to be able to understand that and figure that 
out. Before this hearing I asked a local teacher what effect did the 
controversy have on you and he said I used it as a classroom lesson 
plan and my students were astounded people who re\ise or use 
these kinds of comments. 

Facing Histoiy did not use the comments; we found them brutal, 
confusing and did not in any way see how they could huave been 
helpful to this organization. 

Mr. Weiss. What are your sourcee of funding currently? 

Ms. Strom. Right now they go from private individuals to fund- 
ing within school systems like the archoiocese of certain school sys- 
tems ip Albuqueroue. There is also funding from both the Lotus or 
Polaroid, people who aie interested in improving inner-city schools. 

We write proposals. For example, the Ford Foundation funds us. 
We have a project called. Choosing to Participate which is the fol- 




91-635 0 - 89 -5 



98 



lowup to the original Facing History program that asked students 
to think about the voluntary traditions in America and how they 
can make a difference and that funding has come from Carnegie 
and other places. 

Mr. Weiss. At the opening of the hearing I quoted a sentence 
from President Reagan s eloquent speech at the cornerstone dedica- 
tion of the Holocaust Memorial Museum; he said that I think all of 
us here are aware of those, even among our own country men, who 
have dedicated themselves to the disgusting task of minimizing or 
even denying the truth of the Holocaust. 

Have you encountered skepticism with the truth of the Holo- 
caust around the country as you tried to promote the program? 

Ms. Strom. I wish I had the opportunity to bring the teachers 
from across the country to testify before you. It is alarming. We do. 
But that we expect in workshops. We are looking to allow that to 
come up so we can help dispel myths, but we hear more and more 
often that the Holocaust did not happen, that it was a creation, 
more n^ative comments than that, yes. 

Mr. Weiss. Would you say that the Department's action in deny- 
ing your application and in particular, the reviewers' remarks that 
Facing History does not provide Nazi and Ku Klux Klan's point of 
view, have reenforced the skepticism that you have encountered? 

Ms. Strom. I think it fuels that skepticism, yes. I have spoken to 
my associate director. Dr. Sleeper, yesterday and others in the net- 
work of Facing History and this is the Kind of comment that would 
fuel those persons who want to prove that the Holocaust didn't 
happen or now out of their ignorance believe it didn't happen. 

Mr. Weiss. Mr. McConkey, the Department of Education created 
the Program Significance Panel to examine the content of educa- 
tion pro-ams applying for funds from the National Diffusion Net- 
work. Did the educat 3rs whom you represdnt view the creation of 
the panel as a form of censorship? What was their reaction to it? 

Mr. McCoNXEY. They reacted with alarm. 

The National Diffusion Network was created in 1974, now that 
we look back upon it, with a great dead of care and wisdom. I think 
there was great concern even then in the Office of Education that 
the role or the Federcd Government with respect to funding cur- 
riculum needed to be very carefully prescribea, and so, as I noteid 
in my testimony, the NdN was created with the belief that the 
Federal Government's role would be twofold. One, to certify that 
there needed to be some sort of standard, a good housekeeping 
sj'stem of apm'oval, if you will, on programs that had been devel- 
oped locally. The Federal Government could play a legitimate role 
looking at the statistical data that were available that indicated 
that the programs that were developed actually carried out the 
goals and objectives in the ways that they had said that they would 
and that, in fact, they were workable, that they were effective, that 
they indeed were exemplaiy. That process has gone on reasonably 
well since 197>1. 

Second, the National Diffusion Network would provide some lim- 
ited support for the proiects for dissemination across State lines so 
that the project that had been developed, that was exemplary, 
could move to the schools throughout the country that needed and 
wanted it. 
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^.Vf introduction of the Program Significance Panel introduced a 
third element. It suggested that, at the Federal level, decisions 
would be made about which programs were most appropriate to 
Amencan schools for dissemination. Prior to that time those deci- 
sions, about appropriateness and whether a school needed, wanted, 
or found the p^-ogram acceptable, were all made at the local level. 
A funded National Diffusion Network program in health may be 
seen as perfectly appropriate and welcome by an elementary school 
m the District of Columbia and may be seen as entirely inappropri- 
ate and unnecessary, even offensive, by an elementary school in 
Nevada, and that is as it should be. 

• ^^^^^^sch^^ should have the prerogative to make those deci- 
sions. The Program Significance Panel represented a Federal intru- 
sion in that process. 
Mr. Weiss. Tliank you. 

Mf. Strom, as we have indicated in the course of earlier testimo- 
ny, in December 1987 the Department of Education. Office of Gen- 
eral Cour-el. sent a letter to the attorney for Dr. ^rice who wrote 
the controversial review which included commei ' ^ioi t the Nazis 
and the Ku Klux Klan. The letter expressed Dapnrtm&nt's 
regret to Dr. Price for the inconvenience causec her by the contro- 
versy. 

You have indicated the Department never expressed regret to 
you m wnting and although obviously the Illative branch and 
Congress is distanced from the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment, nonetheless, in the cosmic sense we are all the Government 
of the Umted States of America. So I ceitainly want to express my 
l^^ts and our regret« for the iiyustice that was done to Facing 
History by comments such as those. 

iniank you both very much for your participation. 

Our final witness for today is Dr. Michael Berenbaum. professor 
o» the Holocaust and theology at Georgetown University. 

Do you affirm that the testimony you are about to give will be 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? Let the 
record mdi^ate that the witness has responded in the affirmative 

We art g-ateful to you for fitting as into your hectic schedule 
and being with us all this morning. V^e wouid be pleased to hear 
from you at this time. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL BERENBAUM. PH.D.. PROFESSOR OF 
THE HOLOCAUST AND THEOLOGY. GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY 
Dr. Berenbaum. Mr. Chairman, let me offer very brief opening 
remarks and deal with some of the issues that had been raised in 
testimony. Let me begin by merely stating for the record. I am a 
scholar of the Holocaust and my particular involvement. I am also 
employed right now by the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum as 
the acting project director for the museum proje. t 

I speak as a scholar and not as a museum official which gives me 
greater latitude to speak. I am also here in a very particular role 
because m 1979. 1980. and 1981 I initially applied for a grant aSid 
then supervised a research project on American youth and the Hol- 
ocaust and was the author of its m^or conclusions. 
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We considered several curricula at that point and its impact, in- 
cluding the issue of age appropriateness. One of the curricula so 
considered was the Facing History, which was then in its infancy. I 
have followed over the years the course of the work on Facing His- 
tory and Ourselves. I indeed an? one of the people that has support- 
ed! Pacing History and Ourselves and was involved last summer in 
teacher traimng for their national network of teac'iers. 

Let me begin also by saying I kn )w Irene Shur. I, too, thought 
this material is certainly not age appropriate for junior high school 
people--except that I was persuaded otherwise when I walked into 
the classroom and saw what the children actually learned and 
what the children actually did. I would have concluded with every- 
body in the Department of Education that this v^Js thoroughly not 
age appropriate for younger children— except for the fact that 
there is now an exhibit over at the Children's Museum, within 
really a stone's throw of this building, which is drawing hundreds 
and thousands of children who are encountering the Holocaust 
asking highly intelligent questions, engaging in conversation with 
survivors, producing incredible materifid including tiles that will be 
used in the museum itself So perhaps philosophically, the material 
is not age appropriate, but empirically— judged by what the chil- 
dren learn by che activities they engage in — time and again we 
have found not only is it age appropriate, but it speaks to the es- 
sence of some of the issues that junior high school students are con- 
fronting in their own lives. 

What is the nature of authority, what is the nature of responsi- 
bility, what is our commitment to hum€m dimity? What is the 
nature of the education that I receive? Am I being deceived by the 
world? Can I be taken in? What does it mean to behave like a 
human being under situations that are extraordinarily difficult? 
We have heard very important philosophical theories, but mpiri- 
cally that are just not true £md I can marshall significant empirical 
evidence to demonstrate both by the material of Facing History 
and Ourselves and other material elsewhere, including the chil- 
dren's exhibit, that the age appropriateness question is a strawman 
agrument It has no relevance whatsoever. 

Let me also say one other thin^. Why is it that we believe, that I 
believe that the Holocaust is so important? Because frankly, it's a 
matter of engagement with history but also a confrontation with 
values. The Holocaust is about what is most destructive event 
within the humcm community. It also teaches us not only about 
darkness, destruction £md tragedy, but about the nature of human 
heroism and of the estrangement and dangers of the estrangement 
between the power of government and the moral dimensions of the 
human enterprise. 

It, therefore, addresses the core of our national values and it ad- 
dresses issues that are of the utmost of significance to American 
youth as they begin the process of engagement with the world. 

One final point, Phyllis Schlafly in one sense is right. Facing His- 
tory is dangerous. It is dangerous because of its virtues. All of the 
things that it has been criticized for are precisely its strerigth. It 
forces people to question their own values. It forces people to ques- 
tion authority. It encourages people to examine the world in whi:h 
we live. If this is a nation of values, if this is a nation of freedom, if 
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the commitment of the American people is to pluralism, then I 
submit to you and I have demonstrated this in writings which I 
will submit to the committee, that Facing History addresses the 
core of our national values and it speaks significantly to what is 
best in the United States of America and what makes us all proud 
to be citizens of this great land. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much. Dr. Berenbaum. 

For those of u:; v.'ho lived through ths time of the Holocaust, we 
believe that it ^nust never be forgotten. Most of us do, anyhow. 

Have you seen any signs that the world is starting to revise the 
histonr of the Holocaust in 9 way that could lessen the truth of 
what happened? 

Dr. Berenbaum. Let's begin with the most pernicious, or the 
whole revisionist historians, who say the Holocaust never hap- 
pened. I probably receive one request a week to appear on a panel 
with revisionists, some media, television, the Larry King show, ev- 
erywhere in the country. I normally get a request a week and I am 
always tempted to say, "Sure, I'll debate," but I don't know how 
the debate flatters society. How do you debate whether an histori- 
cal event did or did not take place? 

There is a second attempt to minimize the significance llie Hol- 
ocaust is about tragedy, but let's turn ourselves to happier subjects. 
Let us not confront the past. Amnesia invites repetition and in the 
word of Santayana, a very distinguished American philosopher, 
Thoee who forget the past are condemned to repeat it.'^ 

We then have a whole other series of denials of the Holocaust. 
Don t tell us about evil; tell us about goodness. So we have a whole 
series of stories about heroism and we begin to forget that the core 
of the experience was about tragedy. 

I believe that if we confront the nature of evil, if we understand 
it, if we understand the role of government as a perpetrator of evil 
in the Nazi case, if we begin to confront an event whose 50th anni- 
vCTsary we are going to commemorate next month, Krystallnaet, 
when ^agogues in Germany and Austria were destroyed, homes 
invaded, businesses looted, and tens of thousands of Jews ai^wted, 
we begin to discover the core of what the Bill of Itights is about— 
which includes the freedom to worship, which includes the freedom 
of human dignity and human security and the protection of indi- 
viduals rights which are the essence of the American experience. 

Sure, there is increasing evidence of minimization and of revi- 
sionists, and this certainly contributes to those and gives, as it 
were, a green light which says, "Hey, you can do it, anrfit's simple 
to do, and look, vou now get into a situation where a curriculum 
on the Holocaust has to be fair to the Nazis, and next we will know 
a curriculum on sexual violence has to be fair and sympathetic to 
the rapist. 

I think the virtue of the cu- iculum is that it thoroughly has a 
value perspective and the value perspective la against nazism and 
for American vcdues. 

Mr. Weiss. In your judgment, what is the awareness level of 
American citizens about the Holocaust? Who knows about it and 
who doesn't? 

Dr. Berenbaum. Over the past 10 years, as we have had the 
minimization and denial, there has also been an incredible resur- 



FRir [US 



102 



gence of interest in the Holocaust; in one sense or another, the Hol- 
ocaust has had a greaier impact over the last 10 years on Ameri- 
can society and culture than it did throughout the postwar period. 

Part of that has to do with the beginning of serious scholarship 
which has taken place in the university. In 1970 there were two 
courses on the Holocaust offered at the university level. In 1979 
there were 206. In 1988 there are 1.960. 

If you look at publications that have come, the publications that 
have been produced, you are tcdking about an increa^ i that is 10, 
20, 30 timesfold, and as Facing History demonstrates, beginning 
with two teachers in the late 1970's, and spreading across the coun- 
try, impacting on thousands and tens of thousancb of students and 
hundreds of teachers, you begin to see the dissemination of infor- 
mation. The media has been helpful, especially with docudramas 
and docu.nentarie8. 

Now the Holocaust has become accepted by certainly the intellec- 
tual community and the cultural community as one of those signifi- 
cant demarcation points of what it means to live in 20th century 
civilization. 

Mr. Weiss. What do other countries do to educate their citizens 
about the Holocaust? 
Dr. Bbrbnbaum. I didn't hear you. 

Mr. Weiss. What do other countries do about educating their citi- 
zens? 

Dr. Bbrbnbaum. That is a very interesting question. Let me give 
you what I know. 

In Austria, you have a very interesting case of denial. Austria 
says that in March 1938, Austria was abolished and Austrian histo- 
ry continues in April 1945. 

Germany has made significant attempts over the past several 
years to begin introducing in education with respect to the Holo- 
caust into its curriculum. 

Israel obviously has a deep commitment to education of the Holo- 
caust. It has increased its commitment in that direction. 

England has begun to introduce some elements of that into its 
curriculum. And ironically, some of the best material on the Holo- 
caust is education now bemg developed in Poland, which for a long 
period of time had difficulty in admitting that the victims who 
were killed in Poland were killed for two reasons. One is those who 
were killed as Polish citizens and the other is the msgority though 
more than 3.1 million were killed solely because of their Jewish 
birth. And over the lafc't couple of years there has been an intensive 
efTort to undertake educational materials in Poland. 

The same, by the way, is true of Canada, which has adopted 
many of the American curricula and has also used much of the ma- 
terial that has been develoi)ed in the United States. 

Mr. Weiss. Ab you have indicated, there are those in our society 
who claim that the Holocaust either never happened or has been 
greatly exaggerated. Do only fringe elements of our society have 
that view, or does it go further? 

Dr. Bbrbnbaum. Approximately 120 books have been published 
over the last several years, which denied that the Holocaust hap- 
pened. Some of these people are tenured full professors at universi- 
ties, some of them at distinguished universities. In certain cases— 
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one of them is a professor of electrical engineering, which has no 
relevance to history— but he still serves at one of the most distin- 
guished Midyvestern universities in the country. 

The most important element and one of the reasons why I think 
it is critical that these hearings took place is to make sure that the 
attitudes that we saw reflected in the evaluations that were given 
by so<alled professionals do not become accepted in the main- 
s^am, that one does not have to look over one's shoulder and say, 

H(m did I treat the NazLs in my curriculum, how do I treat the 
KKK, and did I create a sympathetic environment for them," so 
that one deals in a world of relativism where nothing matters, 
where there is nothing of value. There is nothing that we can call 
evil and nothing that we can call good. 

It is incredible to me that 26 critique of Facing History and Our- 
selves comes out of conservative fringes of this society, that on the 
other nand is bemoaning the loss of values in American iife. 

It seems inconceivable to me that one could stress the impor- 
tance of values, of goodness, of family values, of tolerance, of plu- 
ralism and of freedom, commitment to national security, and then 
say. Well, it was this, it was that, it was the other thing." 

Your job, Mr. Chairman, und you have discharged it much to our 
admiration, is to make sure that these views do not become n.ain- 
stream, do not become accepted, and do not begin to corrupt the 
national discourse with respect to this topic. 

Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much. 

Again, we are greatly appreciative of your sharing your wisdom 
and knowledge with us. 

The hearmg now stands adjourned, subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene subject to the call of the Chair.] 
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Appendix 1.— Material Referred to in the Record 

Caippaign '88 



Democnoc Nauontl Committee 

430 South Ctpitol Sl. S.E . Washington, DC 20003 

(202)863-8087 FAX (202) 863-8140 



October 18, 1988 



Hon. fd 8. wolH 
Chainuw 

CoanlttM on Oovarnuant Oparatlona 
Houao of Aspraaantativ«a 
waahinTton, DC 

Mr Mr. Chalrauii 

coawlttM for giving imdlata attention to 
4a dlatr«aalng n«»a about th« fallura to •«pport tha -Facing 
Hlatorv Holocauat atudlaa prograa rvaultlng tr-m riaht-wlna 
•xtrwiiat pr«aaur«a. ■ « 

It M7 b« of intaraat to you to know that aarllar thia Mnth I 
happ^ad to b* traTalUng with Iltty Dukakle, *ifa of t5 Oorar^jor 
;L!?!!:*S^^r"' currantly tha 0«»ocratiJ ciididita for 
rraaldont, vhan ah* launwd about tho projact datlala. Mra 
OttkAkla and 1 both had aarvod on tha 0.8. Holocauat MMorlai 
Council for about amn yMra, loa/ing only aftor Praaldant Aaagan 
flit!!.^ M-appoint ua to tho Council. During thaaa aamn yaara 1 
laarnod how davotad both Kitty and ^chaal DukaJcla wmo to tha 
vhola program of aducating Aaorlcana, •apM:iallr our chlldron. to 
!!^ il^ Holocauat for all pm^l. I writa to ?JIl'ySS 
how ahockMl Kitty »aa wKmi aha loamod of tha OopartMnt of 
Kducatlon aotion and particularly of the InorKllbla rMaona 
offarod. gho apoka out aloquantly and aovinoly about tha mattar at 

I pirtlclpataa in, noting tha^J w ilolocattS? 
atudlaa aha and bar huaband had auppertad in Maaaachuaatta and 
axDtaaaiag confldanea that a Dukakla adalnlatratlon would not hava 
tolaratad tba altuatlon that had davalopMl at tha Dapartin? of 
Sduoation. 

It ia ay hopa that your haaring will laad to a ra^^xaAination of 
tha praaant policlaa both at tha DapartMnt and^^Ki?2 aoSaS! 
and that a ravaraal in policy aay raault. 

ilnoavaly. 



■yaan lookbiadar 
fpacial Adwlaor 
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OAK UDGk SCHOOLS 
PC BOX 950 
OAK RIDGE. TENNESSEE 37131^30 



OFFKZ OP DmECTOR OF PERSONNEL T"-EPHONl NUMttR 

AREA CODE iM) 024111 

August 29, 19«8 



Nfl. Nargo St«m-Stroa 

facing History snd Oursslvss Foundation, Inc. 
25 Xsnnsrd Road 

Brooklins, Nsssschusstts 02146 
Dssr Marge: 

As tha achool yaar b^gina , I vant to taka thia opportunity to 
axpraas ay gratituda for having your continuous support in our 
af forts to work with Pacing Hiatory. Your organisation has 
laamsd how to aaXa contacts, initista good thinking on tha part 
of adainitotratora regarding curriculua chsnga, and sustain s 
natwork for taachars. ^ hava aavaral additional tcachars this 
yaar who hava approachad w to laam about tha aocial, civic and 
hiatory iaauas in racing History aatarials. 

In By XMmnty ym mm a public school aducator. Z hava not saan a 
aora cogant projact. Z am iaprasaad with tha high axpactationa 
you haVv* for both taachars and atudanta. Racant raaaarch 
Indicataa that our taxtbooks hava baan "duabaA down." racing 
Hiatory, on tha othar hand, sats s standard that atudanta can ba 
rigorous in thair parusal of hiatoric doeuaants and priaary 
sourcas. Tha usa of viaiting acholara, fila clipa, 
drcuaantariaa, nawspapara, paraonal raainiacanoaa axa^lify tha 
toola of acholara and hiatoriana. Juat aa wa know that in 
laaming tw raad, atudanta auat raad taofiikft* so too, in ordar to 
ap:..tciata and undaratand hiatory, atudanta auat dig, dalva, 
raflact. aynthaaita. discuss and argwa tha idaaa and avanta of 
hiatory. racing Riatory trains taachars to act aa facilitatora 
of auch activity. Z know that taachara who attMid your inatituta 
laava with aalf conf idanca and inapiration to work with thair 
atudanta aa thay pondar tha iaauas of our paat. 

Tha iaauaa in facing Hiatory ara tiaaly and raiavant - - our daily 
lifa. Z aa parsonally intaraatad that, tbrough Facing Hiatory 
curricula, atudanta axaaina t-hs coaplicatad iaauaa of prajudica 
and discriaination , tha raaponaiuillMaa of baing a good cit ?an, 
tha powara of obadianca and diaobadianca in a daaocratic aoclaty. 
Z au convincad that atudanta in all araaa, urban and rural, laat 
ooaat and Southaaat, find ralavanca In atudying thaaa aubjacta. 
X aa alao parauadad that to honor and au^port tha concapta of 
aaintaining and living in a daaocratic fcjciaty, wa naad to hava 
our atudant*citisana appraeiata tha coapiaxitiaa. And ao, Z 
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applaud all that you 40 in ifwpirinv m m4 tr*inira ua to taJi« 
hiiitory ••riou.ly. i bmlimw. in yodr basic x^tu^jiin^^t 
ordar to undaratand our pra^nt, ind to projlct tovlrdTw 
^Itura, na mmt atudy tha pait. Thank yoTfoTall 552^ 

ifa will ba in contact thia yaar. Our taachars in TannMSM wh«« 

5:?; ^'^^ y**"^ in.titut.. .nd sUa ?.i;'^?;rwr^^ 

Noat sincaraly, 
Jtiot Bohatadt 

Director of Taachar Cantar and 
P^raonnal Sarvicea 

JB/Bda 
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THE WINNETKA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 




12 Oc::ober 88 



Con^res^Tan Siancy Yates 

United States House of Peoresentatives 

Washington, D. C. 

Dear Congressman Yates: 

Although I an one of your corstituerts I am writing this letter 
to you as a concerned educator* I am Chairperson of the Social 
Studiej Departisent at Carleton Washburne School in 7/innetka and 
have been for the past 12 years. In that time I hav» seen 
textoooks come and go, most without loss* I have se n innovative 
curricula, manj wiT;h potential, get washed upon the ^nore of 
disuse* As education is si^bject to tr.e whims and fancies of the 
tines, as well as its politics, I a^i often distressed to see good 
substw.tive curricula attacked for frivolous and often partisan 
reasons* It is in this frame of mind that I am writing to you to 
comir«»nt upon, defend ar.d extol Facing History and Ourselves* 

Approxiisately si:: years age I bocaire familiar #ith the Facing 
Historj curriculum* I teach Americar history wnich, as yod know, 
cannot '^e taught in isolation in the 20 tn century without consider- 
ation of the tumultuous events that eranated from Europe* The 
watershed event of this century (and maybe any century) has been 
the -iclocaust and it has been exceptionally difficult to fir4d 
rigorous and irtellectaally sound matprisXs* Facing History 
has produced sues tan tially researched, dynamically effective and 
ptdagogicalli important materials* I have used racing History 
films, text Bupflr'S'^nts and igUments for as long as I have taugnt 
my current r.olocaust unit at Washourne Gcaool* I have also trsined 
other teachers ir the use of Fa'*l.ng History materials* Without 
fail this program roadies the dopchs of the cor.sci«5nc(; and intel- 
lect in a "aanner that I nave not experienced with any other 
tody of work* For six consecutive years I have surveyed my students 
a*: the end oT the iear and aske wiat ttie uost sti.auia^iir.^j and 
rewarding unit of study has oeen* Without fail the answer has been 
tl:B unit on the oloca'ist and t.*^e reason has been tne inspiration 
of Facing History* 

I a'n i.waro of the difficulties that 7acing listory has encountered 
of lr»te with t:*e national Diffusion JetworR* It is very unfortunate 
that tliis "nodel program wnicn slouH be emulated for its style and 
conpcoition has fallen vlctir to partisanship* Good programs have 
m leanir.gs* They are poli^i^^Hv nautral* In their best form 
a solid rrogm e'^ccurters, inc^ires and enlightens* That is the 
s'a.VFtar.Le of the racing 'listor:* a:i ^urG*^lves pro^rar and that is 
whj X am concerned it it is unier attack in the "et^ork* 

Peau the reports and interview tench^^r^ wno have worked with Facing 
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As you investigate the NDK ratings and its effect on Facing History 
I believe that you discover a program that i6 worthy of broader 
dissemination. Facing Hiftory needs the funding to expand its 
audience. It also mandates a fair treatment from an impartial 

froup of critics. I do not believe that it has received tnat 
egree of fairnebs. 

Thank you for t.ie consideration. I hope that my tesfiT.on,' has been 
valuable. Good educational p.-ojects are becoming r«re as^'mediocrit: 
and simple remedies to complicated problems saturate the market. I 
am thankful that facing History has given me the ability to 
counteract that mediocrity and challenge my Svudentt. 

I remain 

Sincerely, 



cKARLi:s J. rsYr^s 

Department Chair 
Carletor. Washburne Scnool 
515 Hibbard Pd 
Winnetka, IL 6OO93 



cc: Ms r-Iargot Strom, Facing History and Ourselves 
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Montebello Uninec School District 

irj «M)TH \4()NrRl£l LO iOULEVAIlD/ MONTt»ELL0. CALtrORNIA 9"^^ 47^ 

{at3) 7»6-iM3 



August 10, 1988 



Ms. Mar go Strom 
Facing History and Ourselves 
25 Kennard Road 
Brockllne, Mass. 02146 

Dear Margo: 

Thank you for the opportunity of participating in the suwe- seminar 
(July 24-29) on Facing History and Ourselves. I am certain that those 
participating in the seminar came away with a greater understanding and 
conroitment that Facing History and Ourselves is 4 critical component to 
the curriculum taught in our schools. 

I must convlitnent you and your staff, specifically Marc Skivirsky, for 
providing us with outstanding speakers from academia, experts in the 
studies of holocaust and genocide, literature, historians and the medi- 
cal profession. The intensity of topics covered gave pause for the 
participants to do a great deal of reflective thinking. 

In iny five-year association with Facing History and Ourselves, it has 
b^ome apparent that your concern wit^. the holocaust and human rights 
issues are provocative pieces of curriculUKi that require a challenge 
to teacher training and staff development. As a large school district on 
the west coast, I have found our teachers embracing and engaging Facing 
History and Ourselves to better meet the needs of ou^* student population. 
Our multi -ethnic student population readMy identifies with the complicated 
issues inherent within the Facing Ourselves curriculum. I have come away 
from this five-day seminar with greater insight and abilHy to not only 
articulate the program within our district, but to other educators in the 
state of California. Facing History represents the only support system in 
the United States dealing with these issues in an unbiased and thoughtful 
manner. The trainirtg and resources are incrediblel Th^s is what socia'. 
studies should be about! 



BO\IIU or EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION 

«in\Kl>l S \MM.U III /V.^ JOHN H L<¥)K i«»m«w-#*,^SiWj 

M I \\« •« K « ll« rtN 1 1,1 l^f,»k<ki S()RNt\NJ klRbCHENiAi \1 ima^ Safm-undrm - Iwrwtmai ^^"'^ 

n^KHHI II »l|\(lXk n,A SIHM»»NI HlHltPS 

Ill Kill HIM sIlMtNS \t mufw RUM\RIM \»AKK liHii** W^~<<«*r»< - At*— <rt Wmr 

\KnU H \l 1 IIWI/ U^-t OAK I INfr V ROHI IS t<ini« U.^um ^^•<^ ^IVt ««i,^h/, 
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Ms. Margo Strom 



August 10, 1988 



I look forward to your continued support as we expand the program m our 
district and throughout the State of California. Thank you for allowing 
rne the opportunity to interact not only with the Facing History staff, 
but other educators throughout the United States The comnitment and* 
support from those in attendance of the Facing History and Ourselves 
Foundation creates a base of support that will allow us to expand this 
curriculum throughout our schools. 

Cordially. 



Norm Kirschenbu,*" 
Assistant Supennit ident 
Insri'uctional Services 

le 

Enc. 
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YORK SCHOOL DEPARTMENT 

Office Of 
Suparinttndent of Schools 



February 3, 1988 



Or» Chester Finn, Jr. 

Assistant Secretary and Counselor 

U»S» Department of Education 

Office for Education Research & Improvement 

Uashlngton, D»C» 20208 

Dear Checker: 

It has come to Biy attention that the "Facing History and Ourselves" 
curriculum project, sponsored by the non-profit foundation of the sane 
nane has been denied federal funding through the National Diffusion 
Network based on negative ratings frow a panel of outside reviewers, 
AoDarentlv the curriculum, In the reviewers' eyes, lacks balance, 
"objectivity," or Is not "relevant to contemporary Issues, I cannot 
believe that you could personally share the opinions of reviewers who feel 
that the curriculum's failure to present the "Nazi point of view is 
evidence of serious Imbalance or lack of essential objectivity, 

Ue teach the "Facing History" curriculum In our high school. In part It 
Is Incorporated Into Twentieth Century American History and It also exists 
as a stand-alone semester course in our history departrnjent. I proudly 
refer to it as an example of our school system's effort to teach relevant 
historical content In the context of basic moral questions w.i1ch face 
civilization now and In the next century just as surely as theyfaced 
civilization In the middle third of the present century. I honestly 
believe the Facing History curriculum to be one of our best efforts to 
produce the kind of education In the humanities that you and SecreUry 
Bennett would want to see In our high schools. 

The curriculum Is balanced and objective primarily because It challenges 
students to consider the relevance of the historical events of the 
Holocaust to the social and political context of our present d*y. The 



44 OrganuQ Road • York. Maine • 03909 • Tel 207-363-3403 



ERLC 



lis 



Or. Chester E. Finn, Jr, 
h bruiry 3, 1988 
Page Two 



currlciliffl takes no political stand on these modern issues oth«*. 
forcefu ly raising the gre.t »oral questions uZZl lJ""he c2ur«. 
for Its relevance as suiject natter, the Holocaust Is surely it leiit « 
relevant for study .s the French Revolution or the Crusades " nSU t^o 
subjects no one would deny prominent positions In our history SokT^ 
advantage of the Holocaust Is that we can bring tS its ttSS^ the »iUl 
sensory inpact of modern dorunent recording: fUm. tape VecordL. IJi" 
for a while longer, live «yew1tness accounts of surCiv"?! "'"'^''^''S* 

oSrsllJISJ^' ' you to restore NDN. funding for Facing History ,„d 

Sincerely, 



Richard E. Barnes 
Superintendent of Schools 
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THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF BOSTON 



To wkm H tkuf Concixn: 

I am dtJU^ht^ to uvuXt ttuA ttttzn. <n AuppoAt ou Facotg HaMoaj/ and 

FouA teacheAi pfutpoAing to beg^ a new itotCK gnndz dbiAttn. pfiogAain 
4jf the iaJU CLttindCjd a Facing HA^tOAjf and OuueZvu 4MAt<Xtitz xjt latz 
.^une, 19i5, Horn oi them Me^e paAXJ.ciMiAZy ixoxted abouX. g^u^ng up 

pJiiCyLouA d&y^ oi th^\ numeA vacntLon to pcwXcoqxite 4ji a 
cor^e^ence. Thzy ixpucted to Ivmn enougn about -the Ho^ocouit -Co 
eiiob^e thzjn to tejack the concepts to n-uUh gAOdc ^-tiufe/it^. the. 
untAXuZe piioyi9jUed, aX hnu clejoji that acquvuTj the mcu^oAy methods and 
matZAAjaJU uku ^upeA^e^cd by a ^(Ucuiotcon ^oA Jie subject mocte^ THe 
'tedcAeA^ nought <to undeA^tand the chatn oi event& teaduig to the HotocjauAt 
and to make 6ome ^eiue oi the Hoaaok that con^Aort. them. 

The Mtitute bfiought the team oi teackex& cJtoseA -logethe^. Hot only did 
thetf sha/ie yteaten. ^ight Ajnto a potmeAial p<.ece oi tiutofiy, but the fim 
wotLontk that uiefie exposed Kevealed theXA om suppKt&sed pKejudice^ that 
weAe pcUniul to tatJk about [ ok even tk^k. about) . iUtAmatety, the pAocai^ 
sensed to heat and dAaui them together, 

VlicxustofU and amAtajJUm devetopmejnt cjorvUnued the iatt oi 19i5. Moac 
SkvAA^ky ifiom facing tiutoAy and Ottueiuai attended eve,iy meeting. He 
suggested i4JbnA, books, 4peafeeA^ and spe<ui4.c tti6ons, but most oi alt, he 
brought a deepen, sense oi mission to the yioup, k6 the tine dKoui ^ose,\ 
to actually teazhuig the urut, th^ teacheju' amuety nose dtumaticalty but, 
ne.\iejithetejss» thty had a iefL\fent dts^Ae to skaAe uiliat thzy had leoAnod Mth 
students, 

Heexile^s to say, the unU ukis an uncondUional success. The gn.eattst u)ofULy 
teacAe/LA had taas uniounded - that leoAmng about the Holocaust u)ouM KiAjnioKce 
students' SteAZOtyp<.cal betceis. Oi poAtiailaA note, students began to 
understand that Andcvidjols oAe xtspon^Me ioA. acts. GKoups should not be 
blamed ioA, the behav4.oK oi a ^cw. One teacher obseAMed tMo black iemalts 
talking about the peJU^utent lacLUt attitudes oi a white mate, "But", 
said Crystal, "It's not all whx/aA, it's itist Pe^efe." In addutcon to 
changing atUtudeJ>, the facing Hi^tofiy and OufuelveJi cuAAj-culum si.grufii.cantly 
incxZASed thinking and vUfAting skills. The matenAOl mls so enga^^xiig that 
thzy fMnted to ZKpfitss and shoAe ^hiAji thoughts Mith othexs. 
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AA Oit iall - mMi on AmpofUuvt dlUzAVize., Thzu mOi. kavt tht 
VicauAag^tnt and 6upp^At oi tht jpiomtA ttacheju cut SoiUh BoUon 
lUgh, Thty can ttoAii i^um thtJji cjoUzagiit^' txpvuMicju, 

Tmo ivpcxmiAq evciit* koittd by Facing HlUoJUf and OuA&Uvu OAZ tht 
co«<eAence -Cfc^en at t^- on Apdt 9, m7 and Anne F^k 
txiuUt aX: tht BoAton ?ubUc UbAoAif. Both o< thtu J^ wU^ 

to pa^c<4MiUng - peetuig wuk othtA School 6taii. aHoUm T^ti 
cA.taJx\)9. and uniaUingtif AuppofjUvt, wcwng. 



V<AtCtOK 

P^ogfum and StaH VtvUopmvtt 
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2597 Avvry Avffnu* • MffmphiS. TffnrffSSM 38112 • (901) 454-5200 



PIMM Avpiy To 

South ATM Office 
2300 Hffmando Road 
MflmphM. Ttnn«s««« 381 06 



April 18, 1988 



Mr. Hatc acvlrsky 

Facing History and OurBelvcs 

25 Eeniuurd Road 

Brockllne, Huaacbuaetts 02146 
Dear Hare: 

Qd bebalf oT tbe toacfaers and students woo bave been i3volv«3d In 
tte Fkclng History. . . program this year I would lite to canDend you oo your 
uatiriiv efforts to foster critical thinking and aiareness of vital issues. 

Baviiv lortal in ouBerous projects I can attest that htcing 
History... is unique. So mxtf tiam teachers are eiposed to nev naterial, 
glTBD inssnrloe training, and then sent tiack to the claasrocB to laplenent a 
pn^ect. Fkclng History..., co the other hud, prorldas support and 
folloe^ for teachers in the fozm of cootimied training and a wealth of 
■aterials and speakers. I bave aanr asen a groq;} of teachers so eicited 
about any project I 

Ve cannot begin to eiyr e as our gratitude for allowing heoa Bass to 
epeak to several of our Fkclng History... classes. His words and ooocems 
toiKhed all irtio beard him. Tbe students were spellbound, as were tbe adults 
who beard him MpeaX, Tbank you for this wondtirful oj^rtunity. 

1 lode forward to our ooatinued involvement with Facing History and 
Ourselves. 1 think we bave made an outstanding start and expect even 
greater chln^ next year. 

Sincerely » 




Ann B. Nero, Ed. D. 

Social Studies Instructional Supervisor 
Memphis City Schools 



ASN/mls 
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V^s Angeles Unified School District 



KAUYHANDUt 

Orm OF SKQNIUir IMmUCXiaN 10tALYNl.KIYiaN 
AWINiniATTVV OFHW: 4)0 NOtTH GaANO ATSOTI. liM Akgi^ 
Uaildw Ainia: Box 3307. Lot iUlOB^ CumXNU 9W^ 
: (213) ttVMO) 



November 14, 1985 

Bin Parsons, Program Director 
Facing History and Ourselves 
National Foundation inc. 
25 Kennard Road 
Brook! Ine, na 02146 

Dear Bill: 

LViln 50 for agreeing to do a workshop for teachers In the LAUSD. 

I fl7?y SS3eJ2tIn5'li!r''?lT.i" Montebeno School Districts, 

sconce c!I??1cu^Il2. P'^gram to a secondary history-social 

D1st?1c!["'![;*'7n*'Jh7 L^Sfl^^r"^*' ^" ^' School 
District, are In the middle of a concentrated effort to provide a mre Hanmu* 

w HfS^. S.SIJS"*! """^ Important than In the social sciences and history. 
Your efforts on behalf of our teachers can ?1*y a role In helping us to fulfill 
these goals and to strengthen key ele-ents of the Instructional progrS. 

iSfn^r* Jllf •"I* to show students the {aport of declslon-MkIng 

Justice, the uses and abuses of power, and obedience In societies c«n««??t 
ill"i;S;?nS*r^1?fJ2ui1'^ wltj^lex and critical issm 1*1 ?^ry'"'Mt.r 
an, looking at difficult questions in history in a logical and systaltic iaT 

*fiitc.*'cu*r?c'uil;i!*°'^""'" • "^"^ »X^ii:U%' 

ll.eh.n *^JiI..!*r!!I!JS*i ^"H" •"O <"Port*nt things for our 

tMChers. Your approach and your Mthodology are appropriate for a large 
■ultlcultural district such as ours as we bMin to iSolMKnt our nl hi2h'^t-v,i 

oS!rrs'.'H'?"':Vi!!"T?*!**'"' « - -?S;''thl,i;?'^''a\';oi^„c""?or*^' 

rh^t•;?y^;^^^i^•^;^2S1„^,^e•u?r^•'^^ sodety-tha^s that ™n throughout 
I look forward to working with you on this project. 

Allan H. ScholCPh.D. 
History-Social Science Specialist 

AHS:cd 
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Montebello Unified School District 

133 SOUTH .(ONTUBLLO lOULBVARO/ MONTEBELLO, CAUrORNIA 9o640<47a9 
(MS) 736-1225 

September 15. 1988 
Ms. Margot Strom 

Facing iSstoiy and Ourselves National Foundation. Inc. 

25 Kennard Road 

Brookllne.MA02146 

Dear Margot 

I would like to thank Facing Hlstoiy and Ourselves National Foundation for 
their efforts to aide school districts in infusing the teaching of human rights 
Issues into the curriculum. Our association with Facing Hlstoiy began five 
years ago and since then, approximate^ 65 of our teachers, grades 8-12. 
narve been trained by Facing Hlstoiy personnel. 

One of the most significant outcomes of our relationship with Facing History 
Is that your program has given our teachers an alternative way of teaching 
about the values of human rights. Hie program has worked especially weU 
with adolescents and touches many of them on a personal level. Our student 
population is 84% Hispanic, with approximately 10% Asian or Pacific 
Islander and both these groups of students benefit a great deal from the 
program, especially when there are students in classes who may have 
ejqperlenced similar violations of human rl^ts. 

The curriculum is complete as it explores human rights issues and their 
relationship to the lives of adolescents. Questions surrounding peer 
pressure, prejudice and racism are excellent avenues for teachers to utilize 
in helping adolescents relate this history and its learnings to the events of 
today. Facing History shows students that each of them has a range of 
choices ara that they can exercise a degree of control in their lives. 
Citizenship education is greatly enhanced. Lastly, your program offers 
teachers and students hope that thev can make a difference . 

I thank you for your wonderful curriculum and leadership. I look forward to 
many firuitful years of asscdation with Facing History. Keep up the good 
worki ^\ 

Sincerely, ij^ ( J 



Uoyd Kajlkaw^ Coordinator 
Staff Develqihnent 



BOAID OP EDUCATION 

WILLAJUJ C YAMAGUCHI. A«n^ 
ELEANOR K CHOW Km ^.n^ 
DAARELL H HEACOCK. CM 
HERIERT M STEARNS, WMw 
ARTHUR M CHAVEZ. Htm^ 



ADMINISTIATION 

JOHN P COOK Sa^mnda* »fS,kmU 

NORMAN J KlRSCHENBAtM AiiuUM St^mimdnt - Initmtmml Stnta 
STEPKLN L PHILUPS BMtumt MwMf^ 
RICHARD E MARR Auutml S»pinmit»mi - f tr m mml Smmm 
OARUNEP ROILES Atlnf Auuimt Si^ m dim - Cf C i-W M u t y Strnta 
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OURSELVES 



PARENT RESPONSE; 



^•.1 ^J? "® ^^^•^ course was she (my daughter) exposed to 
real dilemmas as complex and challenging! In no^Ser 

TEACHER RESPONSES ; 

9^Sw ' l?^diStl!''fr'-'"'^^''H concerned with and ready to 

'^Zsii^.: j^tz'r i'^ "oS.'?n"::c^2:^^r^e•^r'^''"' °' 
Ko- 5ir?s^.r-£a S^^^^^ o. 

^•o ^e^^?.T;- 

raiee.. ia.ue. of pri»e relevance to an adStei"":-''' 

- A Harvard Curriculum Development 
Specialist 

If. ISi^J curriculum i. about more than the Holocaust, 
reflecting, and reasoning, ifs about Dreinilo. ^' 

- Scholar of German History and 

Social Studies Curriculum Director: 




.'22 



120 



STUDENT QUOTES ; 

"A human mind is too valuable to be wasted on 
prejudice, and a human life is too valuable to be the victim 
of it." 



"It has come to my attention that the funding you have 
provided for the Holocaust course will come to an end. The 
reasons that you have given seem unjust to me. First of all 
you stated something to the effect that the course materia" 
wasn't appropriate for our adolescent minds. If you feel 
that adolescents are incapable of dealing with the material, 
then when did you expect to throw us this information; when 
we're forty years old and already set in our ways? The 
information dealt with in the Holocaust course is very 
emotional a«id difficult, but the manner in which it is 
taught is sensitive, yet effective. My mind has matured and 
been opened to so many new thoughts through taking this 
course. It is unfair to deny it to others." 



"It is hard to believe wa have studied this subject for 
six weeks. When we began I thought I'd hate it, it's so 
depressing. Then we read all those personal histories and 
letters and diaries from the people who suffered so much, 
and then we "ir<st'* i.i«t3 people through video testimonies. The 
last segment was the best though. I want to know more about 
the people who cared enough to help the Jews. I know there , 
weren't as many of them as there should have been, and I 
know that the ones who did great things for their fellow 
human beings were just average people, but that is why they 
are so important, isn't it? Because if they can choose to 
risk everything to do what is right, can't I do that, too?" 



"I don't thinM I can reduce all my feelings to words, 
especially jast to a journal entry. When we r* ad and 
discussed the horror and the heroism and the history, we 
always turned it into a personal journey for ourselves from 
looking at other people and other times to looking at 
ourselves in our own time. How did we do that? Is that why 
you kept referring to the book on Facing History a d 
OURSELVES? I'm not sure what you want me to write about, I 
have so many ideas running through my head. Maybe, I should 
just tell you one important effect this unit has had on me 
already and let you draw your own conclusions. I lyrgte^an 
essay for you once about my 30b in the bakery? Well, pArt 
of my job is to throw out the old bread and stuff that 
hasn't been sold or isn't Jresh enough to be sold anymore. 



Marblehead High School student 



- high school D^^nior 
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2 ^ ut^ neeting Anne (a survivor of the Warsaw Ghetto and 
of eight canpar including Buchenwald) , and after reading 
about the hunger and the horror, and after hearing the 
teatunoniea on the videos you brought for us to sees^l • * 
couldn't just go to work anymore and throw away bread 

? io.ni^^!}J about what we were studying, and I asked him if 
L * '"^ ^^"^ • 1^^* • mission center 

hf.?. 2! PfS^!:^ ^^''^ ^"•^ ^hem on a regular 
sh^iJlr "•/•^^ fine, so now the bread goes to San Jose to a 
•helter. i aven get to vist and serve the free food 
USS^^r*!?*.?*^'.?""* ^ thinking about how many other 

^here are... My friend from Crystal Springs 

MaJ^ wi ^•^^"^^ Oxf am Chapter. 

Maybe we should start one here at MHS..." 



- high school senior 

•►K «. course strengthened ray feelings toward the fact 

that although people are different and have different 

'^•^ * ^^^^'^^ live their lives the 
^ay they desire. Also, just bacause someone xs different 

mi Srresrof'Ss!^"'"^"" ^^•y '^^•^ 

- parochial school student 

'"?}• has made me aware that l was 

V ry prejudiced against different races before. However I 
.eel that my feelings have changed and t lat I have matured." 

- parochial school student 



STUDENT RESPONSE TO RBS QURCE SPEAKER IX^nn Bass) 

"As I looked around the classroom during his speech it 
seemed as though we were all affected by his words. Not 

I!" "il JP**?" P''*^* ""^•i'^ teatment of man but it 
J^^S-T"?"',?""" ? °' brotherhood in me. I was not 

tlt^l V*^' '2' ^ """"•O that many students bS?h 

Si B.22 .^2 ^Sin^'r/"'' Gentile, went to shake hands with 

! "nd thank him. This one presentation was inspiring 
?»^ft«? "1 .tudents realize how. ^ ' 

»TkS Inr! tl i' '° *° o"' background and 

«i?n ! '^'^ nothing like the Holocaust will ever happen 
^2?it;rv*?.'^;^ Tsung, a seventh century Chinese ruler sSlS, 
*hil ? mirror." Hopefully, all of society can use 

cr-ange rather than watch the sane thing hap^n again." 



Appendix 2.— Statements Submitted for the Record 




LT^ITED STATES DFPARTMhNTOF EDUCATION 



STATEMENT BY SECRETARY CAVA20S 



THt SrCRFTARV 



October 19. 1988 



Questions have been raised in the media and elsewhere concerning 
the operation of the Department of Education's peer review process 
in connection with th-? National Diffusion Network. Stories in the 
press have alleged that tho Departaent 's peer review process did not 
operate properly in connection with the Facing History and 
Ourselves" program that was under consideration for NDN funding 
earlier this year. 

I want to assure '^s Subcommittee that I am a strong believer 
in the peer review process and will take whatever steps are 
necessary to ensure its proper functioning at the Department. It 
has been my good fortune to have served as a peer reviewer for 
programs funded by the National Library of Medicine. My experience 
there has convinced me that a strong peer review process ensures 
integrity and objectivity in the government's grant-making process. 

While the decision not to fund projects in the History. 
Geography and Civics category occurred before my confirmation as 
Secretary of Education, in light of the allegations surrounding the 
NDN funding decisions ea'-lier this year. I am reviewing the 



peer reviews are conducted in accDrdance with congressional intent. 

I do want to assure this Subcommittee that aUegatioa? of 
anti-Semitism in the funding decision concerning "Facing History and 
Ourselves*' are unfounded. 



process . 



I intend to take ill possible steps to ensure that future 
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STATBE^T BY 
CONGRESSMAN HENRY A. WA)(MAN 
before the 

mWi RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMBTTAL RELATIONS SOBCOWITTEE 
of the 

HOUSE COKWITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 



WAXMAN. Mr. Chairiian, I want to connrnd you for holding this 
iaportant hearing on the Education Department's decision to block funding 
for a Holocaust education progran. 

I as outraged that the Education Departnent's review panel 
recooaended rejection of the progran "Facing History and Ourselves" by 
noting that: "The prograa gives no evider.ce of balance or objectivity. 
The Nazi point of view, howevp. 'mpopular, is still a point of view and is 
not presented, nor is that of the Ku Kltix Klan." 

Is ensuring that Nazi and Ku Klux Klan views are represented the 
new litMJS test for approving holocaust educational programs? TTie process 
surrounding "Facing History and Ourselves" seeas to be another inci edible 
example of an unthinking and insensitive bureaucracy running out of 
control. It suggests that narrow and vicious interests can now dictate 
broad policy without any accountabilty. This is not an issue of one 
panelists aisguided views—it is a question of who's running the Education 
Department and who's responsibible for important public policy decisions. 

"Facing History and Ourselves" is a worthwhile and balanced 
project. It has been used effectively in over 1,000 schools across our 
country, including such diverse cities as Memphis, Tennessee, inner-city 
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Chicago, Albuquerque, New Mexico, and Los Angeles. It's purpose isn't to 
promote extreme ideas, but to educate our children about one of the most 
heinous crimes in history. It has been well received and has bona fide 
credentials. 

Political maneuvering should have no place in deciding the fate of 
important educational programs. Again, I appreciate your holding this 
hearing Mr. Chairman, and look forward to wrking with you in 
investigating this decision. 
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NEWS 

Conaressman 
Stephen J. Solarz 



13th Owtnct/Brooktyn, N Y 
NtwYork f7l8)372-«00 
Washtngton 12021225-2361 



STATEMENT OF HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 

TO THE CX)VERNflENT OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEL 
ON dWlAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

OCTOBER 19» 1988 

In my view, any discussion of this subject must beain wifh 
the precise that the Holocaust is the central existential fl^i^ in 
I'l mUUoi; "in"™" -'v"i»tion. Thr"sJs"omrtlc1 g t ' of 
ti^t iiii wore je:f^h ' T " '"-^ "° other reason than 

o?^^?:ji:r?o^::ii!! the\Mn^''°^{';? i^vxr °' '"^ ■^^^'•-^ 

people. Who dragged themselves from the fires of the Nazi InLrno 
SniJId State^''%H°™"""'iJ"" ""^ "P ^^^'^ famlaes ii"t'he 

neief bf ?nrnA^/*'* ""l^^^ ^'^^^^ ^^^^^^ those who perished „Clt 
Sho survi^^^ n the suffering which was endured by those 

o'urslw:rfnd^?Srrur%'hUdre:/'^"^^^"*^ 

inrrJ^" « number of years, i have been involved in efforts to 
introduce Holocaust related curricula to the public schools. As 
ir.":V^ J ^^"^ state Assembly in the early mos i 

^.^^.ioSel£S^ 

Hoioc^n sSv%^%nn'!n^n:s:;.in"^-ro^.?L-s":aVs.'2^hoois 

St ml- elmT"""^ - .^V^^'^^^^rn, History- 

lmporl"anie'5f ?t's'me%si:e" r^rsadloJ^d' To";"" ""^ '"«.P"*°-d 
History" has been denied pj.r^f **'°«"'=d 'o learn that "Facing 
u-x.er ^he mosrSn£'o??in1te'l!^rc'imlr.'nceL'" 



- OVER - 
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I first heard of the regrettable remarks attributed to 
National Diffusion Network review panelist Christina Price in 
August, 1987. At that tinier it had been reported in the press 
that Ms. Price had said of "Facing History" i "The program gives 
no evidence of balance or objectivity. The Nazi point of view, 
however unpopulari is still a point of view and is not presented* 
nor IS that of the Ku Klux Klan." I have since learned that Ms. 
Price also wrote: "It is a paradoxical and strange aspect of 
this program and (sic) the methods usod to change the thinking of 
students is the same that Hitler and Coebbels used to 
propagandize the German people." 

In a letter of August 21* 1987f I told Secretary Bennett 
that review boards "must be staffed with L<3in>petent experts and 
not irresponsible idealogues" and that "the Department of 
Education should ... do all that it can to promote rather thar 
denigrate quality Holocaust related programs." Four months 
later. Secretary Dennett wrote to me that he was "appalled" by 
Price's remarks and that "Facing History" did not receive funding 
because it faced "stiff and worthy competition." 

It is I ot clear f however* that this was the sole reason for 
denying grants to "Facing History." Recent press accounts have 
alleged thai the program is harshly opposed by an extremely 
conservative ideological element within the Department* One 
senior Department official anonymously told the Washington Pust 
that thesa rejections were orchestrated by "thos'' on th* extreme 
right wing of the Republican Party." 

Mr» Chairman* when we speak of sustaining the lessons and 
cgacies of the Holocaust, we are not speaking of a Republicai) or 
Democratic issue* but one of primary importance to all 
Aniericdns. Just last week* while laying the cornerstone for the 
Holocaust Museum* President Keagan stated: "I think all of us 
here ore aware of those* even among our own countrymen* who have 
d30icated themselves to the disgusting task of minimizing or even 
denying the truth of the Holocaust. This act of intellectual 
genocide must not go unchallenged." 

r:r. Chairman* I commend you for not letting this incident go 
unchallenged. I urge you and the members of the Subcommittee to 
fully investigate the circumstances surrounding the denial of 
funding to "Facing History." And I urge all of my colleagues in 
thu Congress to work together to ensure that ttc evils of the 
Holocaust aJe never forgotten. 

Let us not forget the words of the noted philosopher George 
Santayana; "Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to 
repeat it." 

Thank you. 
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